The Solicitors’ Journal. — 


LONDON, NOVEMBER 26, 1881. 








— 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE HAVE AUTHoRITY to state that no date has yet been fixed 
for the meeting of the Rule Committee of Judges to consider the 
proposed changes in legal procedure. The meeting is not likely 
to take place for at least a fortnight, or to precede the annual 
Council of Judges, the date of which is not yet settled. 





Iv Is THE INTENTION of the President of the Board of Trade 
to introduce next session a Bill to consolidate the enactments on 


the bankruptcy law. 





Mr. Justice Currry will commence the hearing of witness 
actions on Tuesday next. 





Ir WAS ANNOUNCED on Wednesday in the Court of Appeal at 
Lincoln’s-inn that in future all admiralty appeals will be heard by 
the Westminster branch of the court. 





THE ARRANGEMENT announced in the daily papers that appeals 
from the Master of the Rolls would be taken at Lincoln’s-inn on 
Monday and Tuesday next week has beemaltered. His lordship 
will preside in the Court of Appeal at Lincoln’s-inn on those 
days as usual. 





THE ORDER which has been issued under the Courts of Justice 
(Salaries and Funds) Act, 1869, affects the position of certain 
clerks in the several offices and departments of the Chancery 
Division. Under the order, certain clerks, specified by name in 
the schedule, will, in future, be classified, as therein shown, as 
first, second, and third class clerks, in acvordance with the prac- 
tice now in vogue. ‘The principal provision is that which makes 
all existing and future clerks in the Chancery Division inter- 
changeable and liable to be transferred to any office or department 
in the same Division. 





WE UNDERSTAND that at a meeting of. the solicitors practising 
in Bristol, held on the 21st inst., it was resolved, by a large 
majority, that in future sales the present practice in Bristol and its 
neighbourhood of charging purchasers at sales of property by 

auction with solicitors’ contract fees be abandoned, and that, in the 
opinion of the meeting, auctioneers should be paid by the persons 
employing them. This is a step in the right direction, and will, 
we hope, be generally followed throughout the West of England, 
wherever the present objectionable practice of charging pur- 
chasers at auctions with solicitors’ or auctioneers’ fees prevails. . 





SoME TIME AGO we drew attention to the inconvenience caused 
in the Court of Appeal by the non-delivery of the requisite papers 
for the use of the judges on the hearing of an appeal, and we 
pointed out the propriety of solicitors delivering in all cases three 
sets of papers for the use of the judges. We believe that the late 
Lord Justice Jamzs considered that, as the Court of Appeal had 
no power to make rules, that court could not properly lay down 
any regulation on this subject. The result of the absence of any 

such tions has been constant inconvenience. The Master of 
the Rolls has now taken the matter in hand, and a notice has been 


issued (which will be found in another column) requiring three 





sets of the papers specified to be delivered for the use of the court 
one week before an appeal is likely to appear in the daily 


paper. 


Tue meEtING of the Incorporated Law Society, last Friday, 
arrived at the conclusion indicated by us last week. A ecumaliies 
of members of the society was appointed to consider the récom- 
mendations of the Legal Procedure Committee, and to report to 
the council with the view of further considering the subject at an 
adjourned meeting of the society. The names of the members of 
the committee will certainly enlist the confidence of the ion, 
and the addition of some members of the council will enable the 
committee to learn the grounds on which the ions already 
circulated were adopted. Some objection was raised to the course 
taken by the council in printing these s ions, and we cannot 
help thinking that it would have been wiser to have kept them in 
petto until the result of the deliberations of the committee appoi 

bs Aen meeting had been ascertained, Notwithstanding the ex- 
planations of the president it still remains matter of doubt whether 
the council have pledged themselves to the red letter opinions, or 
whether they are merely suggestions to be re-consi after the 
report of the committee appointed last Friday has been received. 
It is very much to be hoped that the latter is the intention. 








THE MAIN suGGEsTION of the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society on the Procedure Committee’s report relates to the 
tion of appeal, which has been fully treated in the articles whi 
have appeared in these columns. We need only say upon this that 
the alterations which the council propose carry out the views which 
we haye advocated. Among the most important of the other sug- 
gestions of the council are those relating to shorthand notes and 
the summary procedure on bills of exchange. As to the former, 
we concur with the council in thinking that the recommendation 
of the Procedure Committee goes beyond what is reasonable in 
burdening the parties in all events and in all cases with'the cost of 
note and transcript. What the court needs for its guidance should be 
paid for by the public ; what the parties think necessary for them- 
selves they should themselves pay for; and the ultimate incidents 
of that burden should be determined like other questions of costs. 
As to the summary procedure on bills of exchange, it seems to 
have been abolished under the notion that the same remedy was 
afforded by order 14, but in fact the new remedy is worse than the 
old in respect both of delay and of cost—in cost because judg- 
ment cannot, in any event, be obtained without an application, and 
in delay because the application will frequently extend the peri 
beyond the twelve days allowed under the. 18 & 19 Vict. e. 67. 
There seems, therefore, to be good reason’ for the suggestion of the 
council. For the rest, their observation’ on the proposals of the 
committee do not bear the marks of any very mature consideration. . 
Had the observations, and the implied adoption of the proposals 
where not altered, been the result of a careful examination by a 
committee appointed for that purpose, it would have added. 
to those proposals as they stand. As it:is, we cannot consider. 
the examination we propose to make of the suggestions of the 
Procedure Committee will be burdened by any greater presump- 
tion in their favour than arises from their adoption by the com- 
mittee itself. 





Ir 18 VERY DIFFICULT to resist the plaintive appeal made in an- 
other column by, or on behalf of, a highly 
Watrer pE ALDEHAM wants to know, now that the Court of 
Exchequer is abolished, where his successor in the holding of 
certain lands in Salop is to render the service by which he holds the 
lands—viz., the payment to the King yearly at his of two 
knives? It is conceivable that the Order in Council for the abolition 
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of the Common Pleas and Exchequer, of December, 16 last—which 
provides that “ all proceedings yc ve heretofore, by any law 
or custom other than such Acts of Parliamhent, rtlés, and orders as 
aforesaid [i.e, the Judicatute Acts dnd Orders]; been taken ot 
had respectively in the . . . .» Exchequer Division of the said 
High Court of Justice, be from and after the time when this order 
shall take effect, taken and had in the Queen’s Bench Division 
of the said High Court of Justice””—may not have come to the 
knowledge of out ghostly correspondent: But even if it it has, it is 
cértainly open to him to sdy that since it was thought necessary, 
notwithstanding this order, to provide in the Judicature Act of 
the last session for the case of the presentation of the 
Lord Mayor and the proceedings with regard to the nomination 
of the sheriffs, it must be equally necessary to provide by express 
legislation fot the ease of the successor of our correspondent, and 
that of the many other persons who hold by similar tenures. 
There cettainly seems to have been an oversight, but we think our 
correspondent’s successor need not be very anxious about the 
results: Iet him pay his knives to the proper officer at the 
Central Office; who will, doubtless, gladly accept them. Then we 
apprehend that the sticcessor will be safe from fear of forfeiture, 
on the principle expounded by Lord Coxe, who says (Co. Lit. 
212b}, “the place is but a citcumstance, and, therefore, if the 
obligee receiveth [the money} at 7 other place, it is sufficient, 
though he be not bound to receive it at any other place.’ See 
= er Powerit, B., in Bath and Montague's case (3 Ch. 
: 68). 





THE quEsTion has frequently been mooted, how far counsel 
defending a prisoner is at liberty to make, as the mouthpiece of 
the prisoner, statements of facts of which there is no evidence. 
After some divergence of opinion, we believe that the practice 
(pace Lord CoLERiDG£) is at present settled in favour of his being 
allowed to do so. The objections to this practice have been dis- 
éussed in connection with the recent trial of Lerroy, and there 
ié tid dowbt that there are some serious objections in principle to 
it, but it s¢ems to us that under our presént system, by which the 
one d ean neither be compelled or permitted to give evidence 

imself, the admission of this practice is inevitable. The sterner 
and more technical minds of the judges of former days may have 
seen no difficulty in repressing any such statement on the part of 
counsel, but at the present day there is more compunction with 
regard to yon upon their defence. If a prisoner is defend- 
himself, practically he cannot be prevented from stating facts 
in his address to the jury. The question therefore is, whether, 
because he has counsel to represent him, he is to be deprived of 
the advantage of having his statement before the jury. It seems 
to us that the feeling of the present day would be all against 
makitig 4 prisoner take his choice of the two advantages, and 
either have counsel but no opportunity of stating his version of 
the facts, or state his version of the facts with the penalty of 
losing all the advantages of being defended by counsel. The 
difficulties inherent in the present mode of procedure in this 
respect natutally suggest the alteriative of making the prisoner 
capable of giving evidence, and so of making his statement regular 
evidence, subject to the due safeguard of cross-examination. If 
this were done, a true statement, it is suggested, would have much 
more weight, and ¢0 the innocent would profit, whereas a false 
statement would genefally be broken down. There is no doubt a 
strong argument to be derived in favour of allowing prisoners to give 
evidence on their own trial from the obvious defects of the present 
practice; but there are many other considerations involved. The 
general question of the advisability or otherwise of admitting this 
sort of evidence was largely discussed some time ago in connec- 
tion with the Criminal Code prepared by Mr. Justice SrepHeEn, 
and pretty nearly all that could be said on one side or the other 
was put forward in that discussion, in which we ourselves took 
part. Unfortunately the Legislature has for a long time been 
so exclusively occupied with subjects of a more burning nature 
that matters of this sort have been wholly in abeyance. 





_ An EVENING CONTEMPORARY has recently called attention to 
the objections attendant upon the practice of sending judges from 
the equity courts into the Crown courts at assizes. To some 





extent we think the writer exaggerates the contrast between the 


lawyer appointed to the bench has any but a slight familiarity 
with the practice in criminal courts. He generally has been long 
withdrawn from the Crown court, and, indeed, in some cases he 


true that the nature of his business under the old system of pro- 
cedure formed a much better education for the work of a criminal 
court than that of an equity counsel, The work of an equity counsel, 
under the old system, could hardly, indeed, be said to form any 
education for the functions of a criminal judge. Even now that 
the practice of the Chancery Division with regard to evidence has 
been considerably altered, and vivd voce evidence is more common 
there, the character of the cases and of the transactions involved 
in them is not so well calculated to prepare a man for dealing 
with criminal cases as that of many of the transactions with 
which the Common Law Division usually deals. Then, again, of 
course, in most cases the common lawyer has, at any rate at the 
beginning of his career, some experience of the criminal courts, 
and even after the lapse of a good many years the knowledge so 
acquired is speedily revivified. Agreeing, as we do, with the 
author of the article in question to a very great extent, and think- 
ing it somewhat of a scandal that a judge entirely unversed in 
criminal procedure should be sent to deal with the lives and 
liberties of prisoners—just as we think it somewhat of a scandal 
that common law judges, wholly unversed in the procedure of 
equity, should be pitchforked into the position of judges in the 
Chancery Division to deal with questions of trusts and winding 
up of companies, with which they are wholly unfamiliar—we 
nevertheless feel considerable doubt whether complaints on the 
subject are of any use. The dual system of common law and 
equity, does practically, to a large extent and for many purposes, 
continue to exist, and must for long do so, and nobody seems yery 
clear whether it is, or ought ever to be, entirely done away with, 
but tentative efforts are made in the direction of fusion, the scope 
of which is probably not very clear even to the authorities who make 
them, one of these being the practice of appointing equity men to 
the common law bench. This necessarily involves, to some extent, 
the evils of which our contemporary complains, although it is 
true that an equity man so appointed must speedily acquire a 
familiarity both with criminal practice itself and other experience 
cognate therewith. The precedent for these appointments having 
once been created, we cannot doubt that it will be from time to 
time followed. 





THE ORDINARY “ LIBERTY TO APPLY,’’ reserved in a chancery 
order, became last week the subject of discussion in an action of 
Huntley v. Link, before Mr. Justice Currry. The claim of one 
Kay, a defendant in the action, had been satisfied, and an order 
had been made dismissing the action as against him. Kay then 
gave notice of motion for an order that certain securities in the 
hands of the plaintiff should be delivered up to him. This motion 
was met by the preliminary objection that Kay, being no longer a 
party to the action, could not apply in the action except on liberty 
reserved by the order under which he ceased to be a party; and 
that, as a matter of fact, liberty to apply was not reserved by that 
order. In answer to this it was contended that liberty to apply 
is impliedly reserved by every order, whether the words are there 
or not, as has been recently decided by Mr. Justice Fry. Ulti- 
mately Mr. Justice Currry held that a defendant dgainst whom 
an action has been dismissed cannot afterwards move in that 
action for substantial relief, following the principle of the case of 
Kendall v. Marsters (2 De G. F. & J. 200), where it was laid 
down that the usual direction for liberty to apply does not extend 
to an application for costs as to which no express direction is 
—- ~ decree. - is clear that very little reliance he ce 

aced on the implied liberty to apply for any pur on 
hat of carrying sm the pers into ich the iberty is to be im- 


ported by implication. 
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they do, my friend,” wearily answered his honour. 






qualifications of a common lawyer and an equity man as a judge © 
in cfiminal edses. It doés not nécessatily happen that the common 


may never have practised in that court. But it is nevertheless 
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THE PROCEDURE COMMITTEE'S REPORT: 
IV. 


In former articles we have referred to those parts of the report 
which deal with the question of appeal, but the subject is not yet 
exhausted. The committee, in enforcing their arguments in favour 
of a court in Bane, say that “ for certain purposes a court in Bane 
must continue,” the reason being as follows :— 

‘* Not merely has it to discharge appellate busines#, but, as regards inferior 
courts, matters aré flow assigned to it by statute, in some of which its decision 
is final. Such are all Crown matters (with exceptions not practically worth 
notice), election, municipal, parliamentary [i.¢., we suppose election maiters 
both municipal and parliamentary,] and some other matters. Theré aré aldo 
a certain number of motiotis of public importatice, subi a8 Aabeds corpus, gto 
warranto, mandamus, criminal information, &c., in which the subjects of the 
iealm from time immemorial have had the advantage of resorting in the first 
instance to the judgment of a court in Barc, composed of more than one judge, 
and whose decision is, therefore, more teadily acquiesced in.” 

Putting aside the question of appeals in actions, which we have 
already dealt with, it remains to consider how the case stands as 
to the other matters here referred to. We must venture to inquire 
on what ground these matters are to be distinguished from others 
of first instance in requiring more than the test to te heard by a 
court of mote than one. It is perhaps to be deemed a mere 
rhetorical exaggeration (although a report is hardly the place 
whete We should look for rhetoric) when the subject is said to 
have had from “ tithe ithmemorial ” the right of applying for a 
quo warranto, a mandamus, or a criminal information, all of them 
originally, and till comparatively recent times, strictly prerogative 
matters, it which it was only by grace that the subject could be heard 
to move. So far as the argument from prescription is concerned, 
it must be admitted that the right of the subject to have pvints 
of law raised on demurter decided by a court of “more than oné 

judge”’ is of much superior antiquity. Yet that demurrers should 
be determined by a single judge has now been for soie time 
acquiesced in without complaint. This considerdtion, therefore, 
must be set aside, and what remains of the argument is, (1) that 
the matters enumerated are matters of public importance ; (2) that 
being such, it is desirable that the judgment of the court of first 
instance should be acquiesced in without appeal; (3) that such 
a decision will be more likely to be acquiesced in if pronounced 
by more than one judge. 

In examining these propositions, it will be worth while to 
inquire what are the considerations which tend to increase or 
diminish apj A first place has to be assigned to the nature of 
the litigation. If the amount at stake, either directly or 
indirectly, is large ; if tlie tesources of the litigants are abundant ; 
if the matter is one which, though the amount at stake is not 
great, yet the interests and feelings of the parties are deeply 


. engaged, those circumstances exist which makes an appeal probable. 


A very inferior place must be assigned to the greater or less 
doubt and difficulty of the question to be. decided. _ If, however, 
the question is one which, being difficult, is also likely to 
recur, and to involve further litigation, a motive for 
appealing is at once supplied. These are the really operative 
considerations, and no ingenuity will prevent them from 
having their effect, if, at least, hers is a court of appeal to 
which litigants care to resort. But there is a way of check- 
ing, though not of preventing, appeals. If the appeal is 
made cumbrous, costly, and dilutory, instead of being simple, 
easy, and speedy, then, no doubt, at the cost of injustice to those 
who still sppee others who desire to appeal and would have 
appealed will be deterred from incurring the risk, and appeals wi 

be diminished. This is a consideration often lost sight of when a 
£omparison is made between the number of appeals at common 
Jaw and ini chancery under the old system. In henteey the appeal 
was simple, easy, and expeditious, and to known judges ; at common 
law it was cumbrous and dilatory, and to a court which was fluctuat- 
ing and wholly uncertain in its composition, both in numbers and 
in quality. I¢ will hardly be desired that appeals should be 


diminished by reducing the efficiency of the Court of Appeal, or 
obstracting ee access to it. 

Perhaps, however, there is a way of stimulating appeals. It 
is pot to constitute so weak a court of first instance that 
it should come to be regarded as only a ante-chamber 
4o the Court of Appeal. But is it to be suggested that a judge 








of the High Court of Justice is likely to otetipy this position ? 
This can hardly be suggested without casting a and most 
injurious reflection + om the mee oe ne oa 
a suggestion could inade, the might 

sustained that a court of threé such would form no 
impediment to the course of a cause up Nay, more; it may 
be safely and truly said that the very assumption that three 
judges are needed at Westminster to do what one j is 


competent to do at Lincoln’s-inn, or to conduct 

not more difficult than a single judge conducts there, does itself 
throw sotite degree of doubt and suspicion upon the former. - For. 
certainly, these matters of “ public importancé” are in no respect 
more difficult than other matters, and require ho 

of judicial ability for their determination. 1¢ would be far 
to entourage confidence in the competency of the judges by 
intrusting them with fall powets than to suggest a doubt of the 
units by requiring themi to act in groups: 

It thay, however, be asked whether it can be seriously cdfiténded 
that a court of first instatice may net be so a a discoutage 
appeals from its decisions? Cettaitily it may, but thé qr 
exhibits the fallacy on whith the proposal in question is basell: 
A court may be exceptionally strong, and that whether it i§ Gotti- 
posed of one judge or of several. Perhaps no coiirt ever enjoyed a 
higher degree of confidence than that presided over by a sitig 


fl 






Vice-Chancellor Wood. But it is one thitig to say that a codrt 
be so pre-eminent as to discourage i from it} it is 


thing to say that as between ordinary courts any suéh distiti¢tion 
will prevail. There are, and always must be, among judges differ- 
ences which the public will recognize; But what ia 
there that the court of ernety sae cece ; ym ere 
judges, or even one judge, of the highest distinctia 
be. listened to with Hite inore respect thin is paid siiigly to the 
individuals composing them; and certainly with no such addi- 
tional regard as will materially affect the litigant’s disposition to 
appeal. And, meanwhile, for this slender and doubtful r 
three judges will be employed in doing a pe 4 whith one is com- 
petent to discharge: The end sought for not be attained in 
a degree in any way proportioned to the expenditure of strerigth 
employed to attain it. 
Next, as to the miitters in which appéal is final. As t6 dotié Of 
these the Supreniée Court of Judicaturé Act, 1881, a 14; has 
alredily removed the finality; and, putting these aside; the 
question may be asked whether in others deéisions a6 10t 
now final where an appedl ought td be dilowed? N6 one, for 
instafice, can think it a very satisfittory étitetion of whether @ 


case is suitable for appeal that a péndlty i8 imposed, the itiposi- 
tion of which depends on 4 diffictilt poiht Of colistrittion in ai 


impottant statute; aiid the conseqiéhces of the neg ay td A 
be well illtistrated by the recétit cise of Saunders v. 

(L. R. 7 @. B. D. 388). In that Case att im t point wider 
the Education Acts had beeti decided by & divisiotial oa of 
which a highly-respected judge; Lindley, J.; wis the senior member: 
The cuse arose of a penalty and there was 16 i © 
satne point presetiting itself to another di iil Gotirt, 

sion did not commend itself to the judges, but it was difficult to 
decide in direct opposition to the view acted on ii & 60-ordihate 
court. The case was theréforé adjourned, and the Lord Chief 
Justice directed that it should be ré-atgued before @ court of 
judges. This was es and B+ rey laid oy = aol coe 
devision was practically reve y & cou >» 
court of aiypalll. Now the question may tedsonably ‘be asked 


Re 


il | whether this miethod of reversing oné decision, guit 
another before dn extradfiinaty court, is cheaper, ier, niore 


just; or more convenient thai ati appedl to the ¢ 
"atfpell sitting constantly to review the detisions below: It may 
be a very reasonable t that, in céttiitt Glasées of cases; the 
court which hears the casé should havé disttetion to or 
a and to impose conditions, buit it does 
reasonable thing that, however difficult aiid important the 

and howevet desirotis thé parties, or the court itself; may té 
have the decision of thé Court of Se ee ea 
possible; and thit a teview should fa a gm by 
Aedes et gibi Brn eréate a new 
ihconvenient tribunal. 


to 
in a word, if there ia any eladd Of Gases fit to be dutanmined BY 
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judgment of the High Court, it may safely be affirmed that there 
will be some among them in which it is desirable that an appeal 
should lie to the Court of Appeal, and that the decision of the 
High Court should therefore not have the character of absolute 
finality. While, on the other hand, as to those of the number 
which are so small and trivial, or so free from doubt, that a 
further appeal, though desired, ought not to be allowed, it may 
also be safely affirmed that a decision by a single judge will be as 
satisfactory to the public, and more proportioned to the matter in 
question, than the decision of a court of three. 

It would, therefore, be much more in accordance with the reason 
of the thing and with public convenience that an appeal should 
lie from every decision of the High Court; but that such appeal 
should, in certain classes of cases, be by leave only. It would 
probably be right to lay down in general terms the considerations 
which should guide the exercise of this judicial discretion. The 
results reached by the judge in the application of those principles 
would be with difficulty and reluctance interfered with; but the 
too rigorous exercise of the power of precluding appeal might be 
guarded against by allowing special leave to appeal to be given by 
the branch of the appeal court which deals with motions of 
practice. 

Before quitting the subject of appeal we may notice certain 
proposals of the committee which, though not placed under that 
heading, have a direct bearing on the question of appeal business. 
The first relates to new trials, and is contained in the two follow- 
ing resolutions :— 

“18. After the trial of any cause before a judge and jury, the jadge may, 
upon application, certify that he is dissatisfied with the verdict, in which case 
a new trial! shall take place unless the court shall otherwise order.” 


The reason given for this proposal is that when a judge reports 
that he is dissatisfied with a verdict “the general rule, acted upon 
in the vast majority of cases,” is to set aside the verdict and to 
order a new trial. That this statement truly represents the fact, 
however inconsistent with the respect which the committee else- 
where express for the judgment of the “twelve men,” no one will 
doubt ; and it is with reason contended that the power now exer- 
cised in fact, but not directly, should be in future exercised 
openly, and without the delay and cost incurred in an argument 
before a court which will end by adopting the view of the pre- 
siding judge. But it is important to observe that the effect of this 
rule will be to relieve the court of business which at present 
occupies a considerable portion of its time, and to relieve the 
Court of Appeal, if courts in Banc should no longer be deemed 
necessary, of a considerable portion of the business which would 
otherwise be transferred to them. So far as concerns new 
trials on the ground that the verdict is against the weight 
of evidence, those cases only will go to the appeal court in which 
the judge either concurs with the jury, or does not express himself 
dissatisfied with their verdict, or in which the successful party is 
prepared to sustain the verdict against the opinion of the judge. 
At the same time it must be pointed out that the course proposed 
is not without its perils. If the application is to be made on the 
spot, and decided as it must in that case be, without argument, and 
on the impression prevailing in the mind of the judge at the close of 
the trial, the result (apart from the somewhat too open disregard of 
the opinion of the “twelve men”) may not always be satisfactory. 
A judge is apt to take a view strongly, which further reflection 
modifies ; and it cannot, we think, be denied that many cases have 
occurred where the judge would, on the spur of the moment, 
have ordered a new trial, but where, on further reflection, he has 
perceived that the case fairly admitted of a view different from 
that which he has entertained, and has, in the end, refused to 
certify his dissatisfaction with the verdict. If, on the other hand, 
the “ application ” is to be a substantive motion or argument, the 
saving in time and money will not be what is anticipated. Nay, 
if the case is first to go to the judge, and then to the court in Banc, 
with a liability to further appeal, both delay and expense will be 
increased. Yet there can be no doubt there is great force in what 
the committee urge. And perhaps, when it is duly considered, it 
forms an argument against the existence of the intermediate appeal 
toa court in Banc. The argument of the committee may there- 
fore so far be adopted. It seems reasonable that the first applica- 
tion for a new trial on the ground that the verdict is against 


evidence, should be before the judge who tried the case ; and that 


Appeal. 
The next resolution is so admirable that, though less germane to 
the present subject, yet being sufficiently allied to it, we will quote 
it in this place, understanding by “the court’? the Court of 
Appeal. 

‘*19, Neither party shall have a right to a new trial on the ground that 
some question has not been left to the jary which the judge at the trial has 
not been asked to leave to the jury. the court shall have power in such 
cases either to direct a new trial, or, with the view of saving a further trial, to 
draw all inferences of fact, or take further evidence, or direct inquiry.” 


There is, finally, a resolution which, having regard to the course 
of business in late years, is certain to be more or less fully adopted ; 
nor can we see any reason for desiring to limit it :— 

12. The mode of trial shall be by a judge without a jury, but, 

. « «+ Om the application of either party, an order shall be made 
that the cause be tried by a jury, if it shall appear that the questions 
involved can conveniently be so tried; provided always that in the following 
cases the right of either party to atrial by jury shall be absolute—libel, slander, 
seduction, false imprisonment, malicious prosecution, breach of promise of 
marriage.” 

This again is referred to here from its bearing on the question 
of appeal business. An argument in favour of a court in Banc is 
raised by the committee, on the ground that the appeal in new 
trials is from the decision of a judge and twelve other men. We 
have already examined the force of this argument; but what we 
have now to observe is, that the effect of the new rule will be to 
diminish very largely the number of cases to which this argument 
will apply ; and therefore, in a practical sense, the importance and 
value of the rule grounded upon it. The trial being before a 
judge alone, the existing rule, which it is not proposed to disturb, 
will carry the case direct to the Court of Appeal; the judges who 
would constitute the court of three will be set free to discharge 
their own independent duties; and the Court of Appeal will not 
be called upon to disturb its sittings, and to give one of its 
members a holiday, by summoning an extraordinary court of five. 








THE PRACTICAL EFFECT OF THE 
CONVEYANCING ACT. 


X.—LEASEs. 


WE propose in this article to examine very briefly sections 10—14, 
of which the first three are surpassed in the difficulty of their 
subject-matter by no other part of the Act. We may add that 
no other part of the Act seems to have offered a fairer oppor 
tunity of permanent and valuable legislation. To have laid down 
plain and equitable rules for deciding under all circumstances 


enforce the burden of covenants “having reference” to lands 
comprised in a lease, and also for deciding what covenants 
come properly under that designation, would have merited the 
profound gratitude of the profession. Other very useful 
information might also be given by rules for deciding under all 
circumstances what persons are entitled to take advantage of a 
condition of re-entry or (if the subject needs to be treated) 
any “other condition” contained in a lease. Since the severe 
simplicity of the common law, which narrowed the inquiry by 
closely restricting the respective rights and liabilities of the 
parties, was invaded by the statute 32 Hen. 8,c. 34, the questions 
here involved have been constantly growing in complexity, and: 
their answers ia bulk. After that the aid of equity had been 
successfully invoked, in the famous case of Tulk v, Moxhay, to 
effect, for most purposes of practice, a great enlargement of the 
list of relevant covenants, the total mass of the learning bearing 
upon the subject became so vast that even a superficial examina- 
tion of it would far transcend the space at our disposal for dealing 
with the above-mentioned sections of the Act. These deal only 
with covenants between lessor and lessee. The first of them, 
section 10, refers to covenants by the lessee “ having reference to. 
the subject-matter” of the lease, and also with conditions 
contained in a lease. It is noteworthy that the conditions in 
question are mentioned in general terms, without the addition (or 
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what persons are entitled respectively to claim the benefit and to ° 





rather, with the ostentatious exclusion) of any such restriction as. 


pe OE eet GT 


onus 


ea ah e® aha Ae U6 oi eee a ~ 


ont . a tt ot Od 


rs 


a 


~ r—_— = -& DD 


rh ee hee SS Oo /, 













hat 
has 
uch 
, to 


rse 
d 


but, 
ade 
ions 
‘ing 
der, 
2 of 


ion 
is 
ew 
We 


- to 
ent 
and 
ea 
irb, 
vho 
rge 
not 


ive. 


e to. 








Nov. 26, 188r. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 





seems to have been thought necessary for the due qualification of 
‘the covenants referred to in the section :— 

“10, —(1.) Rent reserved by a lease, and the benefit of every covenant or 
provision therein contained, having reference to the subject-matter thereof, 
and on the lessee’s part to be observed or performed, and every condition of 
re-entry and other condition therein contained, shall be annexed and incident 
to and ehall go with the reversionary estate in the land, or in any part thereof, 
immediately expectant on the term granted by the lease, notwithstanding 
severance of that estate, and shall be capable of being recovered, 
received, enforced, and taken advantage of by the person from time to time 
entitled, subject to.the term, to the income of the whole or any part, as the 
case may require, of the land leased.” 

There can hardly be any doubt that the phrase “ having 
reference to the subject-matter ” of the lease, is much wider in its 
terms than the old phrase “running with the land.” It seems to 
include every covenant except those which are collateral in the 
narrowest sense of the word. In this respect the section greatly 
extends the legal powers of reversioners. 

What is the true intent of the provision that “ rent reserved by 
a lease shall be incident to . . . . 
the reversionary estate in the land, or in any part thereof, ... . 
and shall be capable of being recovered . . . by the person 
entitled, subject to the term, to the income of the whole or any 
part, as the case may require, of the land leased”? This seems 
to say that a person entitled to the income of half the land may 
recover the whole rent. Even if we suppose the whole to be 
recovered, upon trust as to half for the owner of the other moiety, 
the conclusion is doubtless too absurd to be accepted; but we 
think it unsatisfactory that the court and the public should be left 
to such a consideration for their guidance. Or will it be suggested 
that the bare words “as the case may require” were intended to 
supply this defect ? 

Lastly, there -is some ambiguity in the use of the word 
“income.” The use of this word is more common in reference to 
persons who take as equitable owners, through the hands of trus- 
tees, than to persons who take by virtue of a legal estate. It 
cannot have been intended that every beneficiary under a settle- 
ment of real estate shall be entitled to exercise the rights and 
powers given by this section. 

Section 10 having dealt with the incidence of the benefit of the 
lessee’s covenants, the next section deals with the incidence of the 
obligation of the lessor’s covenants. 

“11.—(1.) The obligation of a covenant entered into by a lessor with refer- 
ence to the subject-matter of the lease shall, if and as far as the lessor has 
power to bind the reversionary estate immediately expectant on the term 
.rented by the lease, be annexed and incident to, and shall go with, that re- 
wrsionary estate, or the several parts thereof notwithstanding severance of 
that reversionary estate, and may be taken advantege of and enfurced by the 
person in whom the term is from time to time vested by conveyance, devolu- 
tion in law, or otherwise; and, if and as far as the lessor bas power to biad 
the person from time to time entitled to that reversionary estate, the obligation 
aforesaid may be taken advantage of and enforced against any person so 
entitled,” 

The meaning of the words “if and as far as the lessor has 
power to bnd the reversionary estate,” is not very clear. They 
may perhaps refer to the case of a lessor leasing under a power 
(whether statutory or other) enabling him to make a lease for a 
longer term than he could make at common law by virtue of his 
estate in the land; though this is a power to create a term which 
shall be good against the reversioner, and is evidently a power to 
bind the reversioner rather than to bind the reversionary estate. 
They may also be designed, and are much better adapted, to ex- 
clude from the section leases which operate only by estoppel, 
where the lessor has no lawful estate in the lands. 

It is to be noted that the words in the last line of the 
section, “ any person so entitled,’”’ seem plainly to refer to the pre- 
ceding Bes f “the person from time to time entitled to that 
reversionary estate” ; which contain no mention of “the several 
parts thereof” ; whence it would seem that the latter part of the 
section does not, like the preceding part, affect to give a remedy 
to the termor after a severance of the reversion. 

The words of the sub-section which enact that the obligation of 
the lessor’s covenants shall go with the “ reversionary estate, or 
the several parts thereof, notwithstanding the severance of that 
reversionary estate,” may perhaps have inconvenient consequences. 
lt must be observed that such covenants might be such as to apply 
exclusively to one portion only of“ the subject-matter of the lease.” 
Suppose the reversion in this portion to be separated from the 








reversion in the rest. It would seem that, under section 11, the 
termor may “ enforce the obligation” of the covenant against the 
owner or owners of the reversion in the other portion. This 
liability will probably give rise among the owners of the several 
portions of the reversion to claims of indemnity and contribution 
which are not provided for by the Act, and will perhaps not be 
easy to adjust. 

“12,—(1) Notwithstandiog the severance by conveyance, surrender, or other- 
wise, of the reversiovary estite in any land comprised in a lease, and not- 
withstandieg the avoidance or cesser in any other manner of the term ted 
by a lease as tu part only of the land comprised therein, condition or 
right of re-entry, and every other condition, contained ia te eeem, shall be 
apportioned, and shall remain annexed to the severed parts of the reversions 
estate as severed, and shall be in force with respect to the term whereon 
severed part is reversionary, or the term in any land which has not been 
surrendered, or as to which tho term has not been avoided, or has not other- 
wise ceased, in like manner as if the lani comprised in each severed part, 
the land as to which the term remaius subsisting as the case may be, had alone 
originally been comprised in the lease.” 

The words, “notwithstanding the avoidance or cesser in any 
other manner of the term,” are not here used very suitably ; 
because they seem to imply that conveyance, surrender, and other 
like acts in the law, might operate by way of avoidance or 
cesser. They were perhaps inserted, like section 14, in reference 
to the conditional limitation of a term as distinguished from a 
term limited subject to a condition. The section seems to em 
any person entitled in reversion to a part only of the land com- 
prised in a lease to re-enter upon that part, to the same extent and 
in like manner as he might have re-entered upon the whole land, if 
there had been no severance of the reversion, and his title to the 
whole had been the same as his title to the part. ‘ The effect of the 
section is therefore sufficiently beneficial to reversioners. Some 
doubt may be felt whether it will not be found to go further in 
this direction, under certain circumstances, than was foreseen. 
Suppose a building with adjacent lands to be leased, the lessee 
covenanting to keep the building in repair, with a condition of re- 
entry on breach of the covenant; and that the lessor grants away 
his reversion in the part of the land whereon stands the building. 
The condition will then be purely collateral to the of the 
land in which he retains the reversion. But it seem that, 
upon a breach of the covenant, he might eject the lessee from this 
part of the land. For the fact that a condition is collateral does 
not affect the right of the original lessor and his heirs; and the 
objection that the reversion has been severed is obviated by the 
present section. 

The three sections lastly reviewed by us, 10—12, apply only to 
leases made after the commencement of the Act. The parties are 
nowhere empowered to exclude their operation, and it is a curious 
question, whether and how far their operation could be excluded 
by parties who might desire to exclude them. 

We are reminded by section 13 (which we have explained 
in a former article) that we have more than once adverted 
to what looks like a haphazard arrangement of topics 
in the Act. It certainly seems to us not only that sec- 
tion 13 might more conveniently have formed part of section 3, 
but also that section 11, dealing with the lessee’s rights, is : 
awkwardly obtruded between sections 10 and 12, which deal wi 
the rights of the lessor. We may also point out that the inser- 
tion of section 12 has gone so far towards making the inclusion 
of ‘‘ conditions” in section 10 superfluous, that we. can only e 
the co-existence of the two phenomena by supposing section 12 to 
have been devised asa substitute for the part of section 10 “Ss 
with conditions, and that this part of section 10, like Part I 
the first schedule, escaped being struck out. by inadvertence. 
We should be strongly confirmed in this conjecture by the fact 
that section 14 deals with restrictions upon the rights dealt with in 
section 12, if the connection were not interrupted by the unlooked 
for apparition of section 13. é 

Section 14 applies (sub-section 9) to leases made either before 
or after the co’ cement of the Act, and will have effect 
notwithstanding ¢,y stipulation to the contrary. But (sub- 
section 8) it does not affect the law relating to forfe or relief 
in case of non-pa t of rent; nor (sub-section 6) does it 
extend to a condition against assigning or under-le! or of 
forfeiture on the lessee’s bankruptcy taking in execution 
of his interest, or to a condition in a mining lease for securing to the 
lessor access to books, machines, or the mine itself. Even allow- 
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ing. for these exceptions, the scope of the section remains 
sufficiently wide; especially as (sub-section 7) the existing 
statutes relating to forfeiture for neglect to insure against fire are 
repealed, and such forfeitures will in future be regulated by the 
provisions of this section :— 

“14.—(1,) A right of re-entry or forfeiture under any proviso or stipulation 
in a lease, for a breach of any covenant or condition in the lease, shall not be 
enforceable by action or otherwise, uvless and until the lessor serves on the 
lessee a notice specifying the particular breach complained of, and, if the 
breach is capable of remedy, requiring the lessee to remedy the breach, and, 
in any case, requiring the leesee to make compensation in money for the 
breach, and the lessee fails, within 9 reasonable time thereafter, to remedy 
the breach, if it is capable of remedy, and to make reasonable compensation in 
money, to the satisfaotion of the lessor, for the breach.’’ 

The earliest part of the sub-section seems to deal with—(1) a right 
of re-entry under a proviso for a breach of a covenant: a thing with 
which all lawyers are familiar ; and (2) a right of re-entry, under a 
proviso, for a breach of a condition ; of which the meaning is less 
obvious. It will be seen that in future the lessor will be able to 
enforce a forfeiture neither by action nor by entry until certain 
conditions haye been fulfilled on his part and certain further 
defaults haye been made on the part of the lessee. The latter can 
always delay the lessor’s operations during “a reasonable time,’ 
and may escape the forfeiture altogether, (1) if the breach admits 
of no remedy, by only paying damages ; (2) if the breach admits 
of remedy, by remedying the breach in addition to paying damages. 
It may be predicted that in some cases, (where, for example, a 
mining-lesgee’s breach of ¢oyenant is flooding the mine,) the 
necessity of waiting for his remedy would inflict great injury on 
the lessor ; but we presume that “ reasonable time ” would be con- 
strued with reference to the exigencies of the case. 

**(2.) Where 9 lessor is proceeding, by action or « therwise, to enforce such 
a right of re-entry or forfeiture, the leseee may, in the Icesor’s action, if any, 
or in any action brought by himeelf, apply to the court for relief; end the 
ccurt msy grant or refuse relief, as the court, having regard to the proceed- 
ings and conduct of the parties under the foregoing provisions of this section, 
and to all the other circumstances, thinks fit ; and in case of relief may grant 
it on such terme, if any, as to ccsts, expenses, damages, compensation, 

palty, or otherwise, including the grant'ng of an injunction to restrain any 

ike breach in the future, as the court, in the circumstances of each case, 
thinks fit.” 

There are only two ways in which a lessor can proceed to enforce 
his right—viz., action and entry. The words “or otherwise,” 
near the beginning of the sub-section, must therefore mean “ by 
entry.” 

The discretion of the court as to granting relief, unlike the 
discretion given by the repealed statutes, is fettered by no 
restrictions. We expressed an opinion, when the subject was first 
mooted, that this is a mistake; and we think that this uncon- 
trolled freedom will give rise to a startling variety of judicial 
decisions, without the Roesibility of any appeal, since the matter is 
purely one of judicial discretion. 

Sub-section (4) provides that the section shall apply where the 
condition causing the forfeiture was inserted in the lease under 
any of the statutes which, conferring upon various corporations 
and persons powers of leasing larger than they could otherwise 
exercise, provide that the Jeases so to be granted shall contain con- 
ditions of re-entry for non-payment of rent or breach of any of the 
lessee’s covenants. 

Sub-section (5) displays much foresight and acumen. 

bs (6) For the purposes of this section a lease limited to continue fees | only 
as the lessee abstains from committing a breach of covenant, shall be, and take 
effect as, a lease to continue for any longer term for which it eould subsist, 
bat determinable by & proviso for re-entry on euch a breach.” 

The intention of this sub-section is to include in the pro- 
visions of the seetion a term limited by way of conditional 
limitation as distinguished from a term limited upon condition. 
The sub-section did not appear in the Bill as it was originally 
drafted. In a very important case before the Master of the 
Rolls in the early part of this year, the distinction between a 
conditional limitation and a limitation upon gondition, as bearing 
upon the destruction of a right of entry vu} severance of the 
reversion, arose ; and it would doubtless have caused keen discus- 
sion if the case had not unfortunately been settled by compromise. 
We seem here to discern a very plausible origin for sub-section (5). 

Althongh we are disposed to look with great jealousy upon all 
attempts to restrict freedom of contract, we think that section 14 
was justified by peculiar circumstances. The contracts thereby 





restricted are due rather to the practice of conyeyangers than +° 
the wish of the parties; and the section only places on a legal 
footing the equitable understanding by which fair-dealipg Jand- 
lords are guided in enforcing their rights. It may be doubted 
whether the exception from the section of a condition of re-entry 
for breach of a covenant against assigning or underletting will 
not do harm. Of all the covenants in a lease this is, we belieye, 
the most likely to be used for purposes of oppression. We may 
add, in conclusion, that the exception from the operation of the 
section of conditions for forfeiture on the bankruptty of the lessee, 
or taking in execution of his interest in the lease, will render it 
desirable that all provisoes for re-entry shall contain this 
condition. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 


COSTS OF ATTENDING SUMMONSES AT JUDGES’ 
CHAMBERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—The letter of “A Practising Solicitor” in your last number has 
induced me to write to you to call attention to what I think is a common 
error in supposing that a solicitor is only entitled to charge 6s. 8d. for 
attending a summons at judges’ chambers. If your readers will look at 
the scale of costs in the schedule to the order as to costs they will find 
the allowances for attendances as follows :— . 

&. . 

On a summons at judge’s chambers. ae a , § 6 8 

Or, according to circumstances, not toexceed . 3» » « 11 0 

But although this is the authorized scale, the masters of the Queen’s 
Bench Division invariably allow 6s. 8d. only for attending @ summons, 
whatever its importance or the length of time occupied. 

Feeling that this practice was wrong and worked injuriously, both to 
the profession and the public, I on one occasion, in which the citcum- 
stances I considered [warranted it, sought to break through the usage 
and to get one guinea allowed for attending an important summons 
before the judge. It was attended by the solicitors in person on each 
side. We had to wait between three or four hours before the summons was. 
called. Several cases were cited, the discussion took nearly half an hour, 
and the judge in making an order added a certificate for connsel, evidently 
under the impression that one of us was a member of the bar; yet, not- 
withstanding all I have stated was strongly urged on him, the taxing 
master refused to allow more than 6s. 8d. for the attendance. With this, 
however, I refuged to be content, and carried in objections, and, ultimately, 
after spending a considerable amount of time in supporting them (which 
might have been much more profitably employed), I succeeded in inducing 
the master to increase the allowance to 13s, 4d., but I could not by any 
persuasion get him to make it one guinea; and, as I got nothing for pre- 
paring or attending on the objections, your readers will quite understand 
that my gain was of little value to me in this particular case, but I had 
the satisfaction of breaking through a pernicious usage which I believe 
only works injuriously to all parties interested. 

My object in writing this letter is to call attention to the fact that the 
masters can allow more than the accustomed 6s, 8d. in a proper cese, and 
to urge upon your readers to aid as far as they can in breaking through 
the present practice, and in cases where they attend an important sum - 
mons in person, to insist on the masters increasing the allowance. In the 
end, I am sure, clients will be benefited, as it will lead to solicitors them- 
selves attending in person important summonses at judges’ chambers, in- 
stead of giving a brief to counsel almost as a matter of course, which 
practice has fed to a cry in some quarters against counsel attending 
chambers at all, an alteration I do not desire to see. 

A Orry Sontcrror. 





LEGAL PROCEDURE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—The reactionary recommendations of the Legal Procedure Com- 
mittee are now before the iu ges, and there seems some danger that 
they may passinto law. Is it too late to protest against their hasty 
adoption, and to et that solicitors, at least, who are best acquainted 
with the interest of their cliente, may have some voice in the framing of 
the new procedure P 

Two of the threatened changes in particular are worthy of special 
notice, 

1. The proposed abolition of pleadings in common law actions, except 
by special leave, and, 

2. The restrictions placed on discovery. 

To abolish pleadings is to fall back on a system happily long ago 
swept away, under which each party found for the first tinie when he 
came into court what was the case he had to meet, and to adopt the 
rough and ready justice that prevails in our county courte. 
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Under the modern system of pleading, each party has to state his 
case, and if the system is fairly worked, and especially he as in the Pro- 
bate Division, issues werd adjusted between the parties, and the costs of 
each issue separately dealt with on the trial, no system could, I think, be 
better. To insist on juioe, leave for pleadings is simply to hamper’ the 
administration of j and in the long ran to make justice more 
costly. 

To abolish discovery, again, by allowing a master, at a very early stage, 
and before the parties themselves fairly pong iy cae: either thelr opponents’ 
case or their own, to decide what papers are to be produced, and what bf 
tions answered, is anatural coro sy ah aed tonto abolish plead 
ings. The parties will thus be left in the dark as to ents case ; 
they will have to bring up witnesses to prove what the of side would, 
on interrogatories, have been obliged to admit, and to prove facts amply 
evidenced by documents which the proposed changes will place beyond 
their reach, 

From the Legal Procedure Committee’s report it appears that out of 
about 60,000 cases begun in 1879, over 86,000, or more than 61 per 
cent. of the total, were practically undefended, and were settled in a 
summary manner, Of the remaining 39 per cent., less fhan 4 per cent. 
went to trial ; 35 per cent., therefore, of all actions, or over 90 per cent. 
of those in which there was any substantial litigation, were settled with- 
out a trial. 

The significance of these figures, upon which the committee has based 
its recommendations, seems to have been strangely misunderstood. Of 
the defended cases settled without trial, every solicitor familiar with the 
details of siete will, I think, admit ‘that a large majority were settled 
when the parties found through the pleadings, from answers to interroga- 
tories, and from discovery of documents, that the case on one side or the 
other was untehable. To abolish the most effective weapon in the 
hands of honest litigants is, indeed, 4 false economy, and will simply 
tend to multiply the number of actions that come to tria], and to increase 
the cost of evidence at trial. 

The trae remedy for many of the existing defects of the common 
law system is, it seems to me, to assimilate the common law fo the chan- 
cery system in so far as to make the master, like the chief clerk, only the 
jadge’s deputy, bound when required to xefer applications to the judge. 
This change would cheapen law, for no order need be drawa yp, and no 
new sammons issued by way of appeal to the judge. Counsel would 
cease to appear before the master, and @ fairer and more patient hearing 
would be secured then even counsel at present obtain. 

In any case, before new rules are issued the opinion ought surely to be 
taken of men familiar with everyday practice. The Incorporated Law 
Society on Friday last appointed a committee to consider and re- 
port upon the recomimendations of the Legal Procedure Committee. 
Is the opinion of such a committee not worth the waiting for? If 
fairly representative of the working members of the profession, and if it 
succeeds in elicitip fr views of those actively engaged in common law 
practice, there will, jeve, be found a vast majority to affirm un- 
hesitatingly that oy yposed changes, although intended to effect some 
economy in it at wil proceedings, would very largely increase both 
the cost and the uncertainty of litigation, 3,8. BR. 

November 28, 








THE CONVEYANCING ACT, 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—I should wish to call to your notice, if you will allow me, a ose 
seemingly unprovided for in section 15, sub-section (1). A. mortgages a 
property to B., and afterwards settles the same property on his son O. for 
life, with remainders over. A. then dies. OC. pays off the mortgage, bat 
wishes to keep it alive ; ay therefore, pro to take a transfer to 
himself. Mis & he a “ third person” under the section? He is sony 
entitled to redeem 

[But see the interpretation clause, section 2, sub-section 6, ‘as to the 
menning of ‘‘ mortgagor.’’—Ep. 5. J.] 





THE ABOLITION OF THE EXCHEQUER DIVISION. 
{Lo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 
Sir,— Will ony of your learned readers be good enough to assist me in 
a little Bas. 
In 3 2 Theld (as ap by the book of Jocular Tenures of that 
learned man, Blount) of ge ‘ing certain lands in the More in Salop, by fhe 
iis Eeoheguer two knives, whereof 


of phd 4. to the King yearly at 
be of pu one Tene e first stroke it would cut 


ponte mp A Lal A ky te ad ya Py Rd growth and of the length 
of acubit. This service I ought to do, and did, in the middle of the 
ie morow of & Michael Treasurer and Barons, every year on 


the morrow of 8. 

Now, I am much concerned (as any respectable ghost would be) to 
sco thal tay Dadseinie fu tills teudesb ail Yropar Gace to bie Poveniigs ; 
but I am told that you moderns have abolished th the Court of Exchequer, 
and this being eo, how ic thie owner of the land in the Mote (formerly 


mine) to render his two knives in the Exchequer ? 





oh yg you will tell me what m 


Majesty, happening to require of the astonishing ng, sharpaoss reds 
above mentioned, ens apod Bigs to render phe si ‘dec? Isha to 


incur a forfeitare in the évent af the render of the 
place and manner being insisted on ? Warm bt Sent 
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1869, ss. 94, 95.—In 9 case of Ex parte Danks, belore the € 










Court, with the view of ascertain 
against another person named 


on the 17th inst., @ uestion arose as to notice of f° 
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Taustez in Bawkauetoxs—Disccarmeee or Lease or Bawa: 
To Kemoys Fixtorgegs—Banxeueroy Act, 1869, s, 23.—In a 
parte Glegg, before the Court of App2al on the 17th inst., a T= 
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the bankrapt upon the right of the trastee to remove fixtares 
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assigns, might at any time or times during the contingance 
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or mqohinery 


{ 
. 


thereof, bat mot afterwards, remove any buildings 


whieh they 
have erected for purposes. Qa February 
eae lececen Blog liquids liquidation petition, which, on Maresh 10, 8 


a 
| ily 
2 
; 
f 
rf 





a bargain that the leseees Shoald have the : to 
twelve months after the expiration of the 

from Ex parte Stephens (2 W. RK. 136, BL. 
Brook (27 W. R. 253, L. R. 10 Oh. D. _— 


& 
4 
i 
$ 





































58 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL’ 





Nov. 26, 1881. 





that there was no such thing as a surrender of a part of a lease ; by a sur- 
render the entire relation of landlord and. tenant was dissolved. When, 
therefore, the disclaimer was executed, the relation of landlord and tenant 
came to an end as if it had never existed.—Soricitors, Gregory, Roweliffes, § 
Co.; C. M. Barker. 


Proor 1n Banxrurtcy—Securep Crepiror—Depuctien or VALUE OF 
Securiry.—In a case of Ex parte The West Riding Union Banking Company, 
before the Court of Appeal on the 18th inst., a question arose as to the right of 
a secured creditor to prove in the bankruptcy of his debtor for the fall amount 
of his debt without making any deduction in respect of the value of his 
security. The question arose thus: B. and T. carried on business in partner- 
ship as cloth manufacturers, they being entitled to the profits in equal shares. 
They held a lease of their mills, which had been granted to them, their 
executors, administrators, and assigns. On the ist of June, 1875, they entered 
into an agreement for the dissolution of the partnership as from the Ist of 
May, 1875. The agreement recited that the value of the interests of the 

had been ascertained, and that a moiety of the ascertained value 
+* that of the mills and tbe fixtures therein) had been paid to B. ; that 
it been agreed that B. should t T. a lease of his moiety of the mills 
and fixtures for the term of seven years from the 1st of May, 1875, and that T. 
should be entitled to carry on the business on his own account as from the 1st 
of May, 1875, and that he should pay all the debts of the firm, and indemnify 
B. against them. On the same day B. executed a lease of his moiety of the 
mills and fixtures to T. for seven years from the Ist of May, 1875. At the 
date of the dissolution the firm were indebted to their bankers on their bank- 
ing account. On the dissolation this account was closed, and the debit balance 
was transferred to a new account, opened in the neme of T. alone. On the 
opening of the new account B, and T. concurred in depositing the original 
lease of the mills with the bankers, as a security for the balance which might, 
for the time being, be due to them by T. The deposit was accompanied by a 
memorandum, signed by B. and T., which provided that B. should not be 
liable to the bankers in any way, except as concurring in the deposit, and that 
he was only a surety for T. In November, 1880, T. filed a liquidation petition, 
under which a trustee was appointed. At the date of the filing of the petition 
a balance was due by T. to the bankers. The bankers claimed to prove in the 
liquidation for the fall amount of their debt, without making any deduction ia 
respect of the value of their security. It was contended on their behalf that, 
inasmuch as B. would have had a right as against T. to insist on the applica- 
tion of the lease and fixtures in the payment of the debts of the firm, and in 
the bankruptcy of T. or of the firm the lease and the fixtures would have been 
administered as partnership assets, the security must be treated as a security, 
not upon the separate estate of B. and upon the separate estate of T., but upon 
ghe partnership estate, and that, consequently, the bankers were not 
bound to deduct the value of the security from their proof against 
T.’s separate estate. The Court of Appeal (Jesser, M.R., and 
Baecautay and Lusu, L.JJ.), affirming the decision of Bacon, C.J., held 
that the value of a moiety of the lease and fixtures must be deducted from the 
proof. JxssEL, M.R., said that the principle of the bankruptcy law was plain 
enough—viz., that a creditor could not be allowed to prove sgainst the estate 
of his bankrupt debtor, and, at the same time, retain a security for the debt, 
which, if it were given up, would augment that estate. That was 
the ciple, and the only question was whether the security would, 
if given up, go to augment the estate. If the security was given by 
@ stranger, it would not, if cancelled, go to augment the estate, and, 
therefore, it need not be given up. And the exception had been extended to 
the cases of a creditor of a partnership who held security for his debt on the 
separate estate of one of the partners, and of a separate creditor of a partner, 
who held a security on the joint estate. But the exception had never been ex- 
tended any farther. In the present case B. and T. each pledged his moiety of 
the mill and fixtures to the bankers as a security for T.’s separate debt. The 
bankers got a security on the entirety, but it was the same thing as if there 
had been two —— of the two moieties ; there was in no sense a 
joint security. — er rights the joint creditors might have had against the 
property, if their debts were unpaid, could not affect the rights of the bankers 
against the mortgagors. had not in fact been made bankrapts. There 
was no foundation at all for the argument. Baccattay and Lusn, L.JJ., 
concurred.—SoLicrrors, Jaques & Layton; Van Sandau § Cumming, 


Mortaces—Equiraste Mortcace—Gerrine in Lecat Estate—Ricuts 
as against Prion Equirastz Mortoacze—Norice.—In a case of Harp- 
ham v. Shacklock, before the Court of Appeal on the 18th inst., a question 
arose as to the right of an equitable mortgagee of land to avail himself of the 
legal estate which be had got in, so as to obtain egal overan other equitable 
mortgagee, whose security was prior in date. here was a legal mortgage of 
land, and three subsequent equitable mortgages. The fourth mortgagee, when 
he advanced his money, had no notice of the second and third mortgages. 
The first @ having been paid off, conveyed the legal estate in the 
property to the fourth mortgagee, who at that time had notice of the second 

third mortgages. It was not, however, shown that the first mortgagee 
bad, when he execated the en any notice of the second and third 
at gy or The Coort of Appeal (Jesszx, M.R., and Baccautay and Lusu, 
L.JJ.) that the foorth mortgagee was not entitled to avail himself of the 
legal estate against the second and third mortgagees, bot that the second, third, 
and fourth mortgages must take priority in the order of their dates. 

[This Gecision appears to break down in some degree the authority of previous 
decisions as to the protection given to an equitable mortgagee who gets in a 
legal estate from « trustee who has uo notice of prior equitable mortgages, but 
seems to carry out the view expressed by the late Lord Justice James in the 
of Pilcher v. Rawlins (20 W. RB. 281, L. B. 7 Ch. 268), where he said, 
Those cases where the person seeking the conveyance knew the fact that the 


g* 


“ 








trustee was trustee for somebody else, and could not convey without a breach 
of trust, whilst the trastee was left in ignorance—those cases, I say, involve 9 
principle which I have never been able to understand,” ]—Sorscrtors, R. Smith 
§ Wilmer; W. F. Watson; Paterson, Snow, ¢ Bloxam, 


Cuares on Dest—Norics—Parioriry—Orricer’s Commission Monzy— 
REGULATION OF THE Foros AcT, 1871 (34 & 35 Vict. c. 86),8, 3.—In a case 
of Johnstone y. Cox, before the Court of Appeal on the 21st inet, a question 
arose as to the priority of incambrancers upon the money payable by the Army 
Purchase Commissioners to an officer in the Army in respect of his com- 
mission upon his retirement from the Army. An officer had given three 
charges upon the money to which he would be entitled on his retirement, aod 
various notices had been given by the incumbrancers to the Army agents 
through whom the money would be payable. The officer having sent in his 
papers, the Army agents, on the 29th of March, received the sum of £800 
through the Paymaster-Genoral, for which they gave a receipt to the Com- 
missioners, which stated that the money was received on account of 
the officer. The £800 was entered by the agents in their books in 
the account of the Commissioners, and opposite to it was written 
the name of the officer. The officer's ratirement was published in the 
London Gazette on the evening of the 16th of May, 1879. The first incam- 
brancer gave a fresh notice of his charge to the Army agents on the 
2ist of May; the second incumbrancer on the morning of the 
17th of May, as soon as the agents’ office was open; and the third incum- 
brancer at the same time. The fund was insufficient to pay them all in fall. 
Section 3 of the Regulation of the Forces Act, 1871, provides that every 
officer ‘‘ shall on his retirement be entitled in respect of such commission to 
receive on application to the Commissioners, the price or sum hereinafter men- 
tioned.” Bacon, V.C., held (29 W. R. 351, L. R. 16 Ch. D. 571) that the 
money remained the property of the Commissioners until the officer’s retire- 
ment appeared in the Gazette, and that until that time the officer could not 
have drawn upon it, and that, consequently, no notice given by an incum- 
brancer before the publication of the retirement im the Gazette was of any 
avail, His lordship therefore held that the second and third incumbrancers, 
who gave their notices simultaneously as soon as possible after the publication 
of the Gazette, were entitled to priority over the first incnambrancer, whose 
notice was not given till several days later, and that as between the second 
and third incumbrancers, their notices having been given simultaneously, 
they must rankin priority according to the dates of their charges, Tbe Court 
of Appeal (Jesser, M.R., and Baceattay and Lusu, L.JJ.) affirmed this de- 
cision. —Soxicrtors, Dod ¢ Longstaf’; Fladgate, Smith, & Fladgate ; 8, Scott ; 
Hollams, Son, & Coward, 





EvrmEncE—WITNESSES EXAMINED DE BENE £88z,—In a case of Lianover v. 
Homfray, before the Court of Appeal on the 22nd inst., a question arose as to 
the admissibility as evidence in the action of an examination of witnesses de 
bene esse taken in another suit. The action was brought by the lord of a 
manor to restrain customary tenants of the manor from working mines under 
their tenements without the licence of the Jord. The tenants alleged that there 
was a custom in the manor that the tenants should work the mines without 
any licence from the lord, and they brought a cross-action to establish the 
custom. In the year 1815 some of the then tenants of the manor had com- 
menced a similar suit against the then lord to establish the custom, and in that 
suit some old witnesses were examined de bene esse. The suit, however, was 
dropped in the year 1819. The Court of Appeal (Jesser, M.R., and 
Baceatiay and Lusu, L.JJ.) held that these examinations might be read as 
evidence in the present action, there being sufficient privity between the 
parties to the suit and the action.—Soricrrors, Freshfields § Williams ; T. W. 
Denby ; Field, Roscoe, & Co. ; Ullithorne, Currey, § Villiers. 





AppeaL— Security ror Costs—Poverty or Appettant—Orp. 58, R. 15. 
—In a case of Harlock v. Ashberry, before the Court of Appeal on the 23rd 
inst., the question arose whether the mere poverty ofan a ant isa sufficient 
reason for requiring him to give security for the costs of his appeal. The defend- 
ant had given notice of appeal from the jadgment of Fry, J. (29 W. R. 887, L. R. 
18 Ch. D. 229, 25 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 640), and the plaintiffs applied for an 
order that she should give security for the costs of the appeal. They filed an affi- 
davit in support of the motion, in which they d that in their belief the 
defendant was in very poor circumstances, and totally unable to pay the 

laintiffe’ costs of the appeal in case it should be decided against her. The 

efendant did not answer this affidavit, but it was urged on her behalf that 
the court had never yet held that the mere poverty of an appellant was of 
iteelf a sufficient ground for requiring him to give security for the costs of his 
appeal. The court (JEsszL, Mk. and Bacoatray and Lusu, L.JJ.), however, 
held that theappellant must give security, and fixed the amount at £30. JEssEL, 
M.R., suid that the practice fed been for some time settled that an appellant who 
was unable, by reason of his poverty, to pay the respondent's costs of the 
appeal, if it should prove unsuccessful, must. if the respondent asked for it, 
give security for the costs. It must be remembered that under the old practice 
of the Court of Chancery every appellant was compelled to deposit £20, Luan, 
LJ., said that the practice of both the Court of Chancery and the courts of 
common law as to security for costs had been altered by the Judicature 
Rules, and it was now left to the discretion of the Court of Appeal whether, 
under special circumstances, security for the costs of an appeal should be 
required, and it had been held that poverty, or inability to pay the costs 
of the appeal was @ “‘ special circumstance” within the meaning of rale 15 of 
order 58. The right of appeal was, consequently, to this extent, not an 
absolute right. Licitors, 7. H, Bartlett ; Gregory, Rowoliffes, § Rawle, 


Appzat—Exrension or Trme—Orp, 58, x. 16—Company—WinDIne UP— 
Rove or Srawnakies Court.—In a case of Inre The Frank Mills Mining 
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Company, before the Court of Appeal on the 23rd inst., an application was 
made to extend the time for bringing an appeal. One of the grounds alleged 
was that the applicants had not an opportunity of appealing to the Vice- 
Warden of the Stannaries Court from the order made by the registrar. By the 
rules of that court eight days are allowed for bringing such an appeal, and 
the Vice-Warden had confirmed the registrar's order by signing it the day 
after it was made. The Court of Appeal (Jesset, M.R., and BaccaLiay and 
Lusu, L.JJ.) said, that though it would be better that the Vice-Warden 
should not sign an order of the registrar until after the expiration of the eight 
days, his ese bo within the time could not deprive a party of the right of 
appeal given to him by the rules. Another objection was that the rules of 
the Stannaries Court require that notice of an appeal to the Coart of Appeal 
should be served on the registrar of the court at the time when the appeal 
notice is given, and that the applicants had been unable to serve notice on the 
registrar in proper time, because his office was closed and he was absent on 
his vacation as fixed by statute. The applicants had not given any notice to 
their opponent within the proper time. The court said that the requirement 
that notice should be given to the registrar was only directory, and no penalty 
was attached to the not giving of the notice. The object of the notice was 
that the registrar should send the necessary papers to the Court of Appeal. 
The Court of Appeal would not refuse to hear an appeal because the notice to 
the registrar had been omitted, and the rules of the Stannaries Court could 
not alter the Judicature Rules as to appeals. The application was refused.— 
Soxicitors, Gregory, Rowcliffes, $ Co. ; Coode, Kingdon, ¢ Cotton. 





Soricrron—Costs—TaxaTion—Lien on Curents’ Papers.—In a case of 
In re Chatterton, before the Court of Appeal on the 23rd inst., a question 
arose as to the lien of a solicitor for costs upon his clients’ papers. On the 
application of several persona, the common order was made to tax the costs 
due from them to their solicitor, and for delivery up to them by the solicitor 
of the papers belonging to them on payment of what should be found due to 
him. Ao order was subsequently made for delivery up of the papers 
on security being given for the costs, and it was then objected by the solicitor 
that he had a lien on the papers for costs due to him by each of the clients 
separately, The court (Jesezt, M.R., and Baccatuay and Lusx, L,JJ.) 
held that the objection was untenable. JxsseL, M.R., said that the objection 
was one that ought to have been raised to the original order, f the 
solicitor wished to assert a lien in respect of separate costs due to him by his 
clients, he ought to have appliedjto have the order altered. But, as he had 
chosen to go in under it, he could not now raise the objection, but must deliver 
up the papers on security being given for the costs jointly due to him by the 
clients. uicrtor, W. Howland Jackson. 


Spzciric PaRroRMANCE—AGREEMENT TO GRANT LEASE—UNCERTAINTY— 
Time ror CoMMENCEMENT OF Lease Nor STATED—STATUTE oF Fraups.— 
In a case of Marshall v. Berridge, on the 19th inst., the Court of Appeal 
(Jzsset, M.R., and Bagoantar and Lusu, L.JJ.) overruled the decision of 
Fry, J., in the recent oase of Jaques v. Millar (25 W. R. 846, L. R. 6 Ch. D. 
158). In that case specific performance was enforced of an agreement to grant 
a lease which did not fix any time for the commencement of the term, Sie 
holding that, in such a case, the term was to commence from the date of th 
agreement. In go deciding be relied upon the case of Doe v. Benjamin (9 A. 
& E. 644), and thought that the case of Blore v. Sutton (8 Mer. 237) was 
distinguishable, on the gronnd that it did not appear from the report that the 
memoraudum of agreement bore the date of the day upon which it was actually 
signed. The Court of Appeal, however, pointed out that Doe v. Benjamin was 
decided before the passing of the Act, 8 & 9 Vict. o. 106, and when, therefore, 
an agreement to demise could operate at law as an immediate demise. And 
the court sent for the record of Blore v, Suiton, from which it appeared that 
the agreement in that case did, in fact, bear the date of the day on which it 
was signed. The court accordingly, reversing the decision of Fry, J., in Mar- 
shall v. Berridge, refused to grant eye performance of an agreement to 
grant a lease, on the ground (inter alia) that the agreement did not state any 
time for the commencement of the term,—Soticrrors, Hunters, Gwatkin, ¢ 
Co. ; Hacon § Turner, 





Desp—Consrruction—ParceLs—GeneraL Worps.—In a case of Willis 
v. Watney, before Fry, J., on the 21st inst., a question arose as to the proper 
construction of general words ina deed. The owner in fee simple of # house, 
who was also the owner in fee simple of a moiety of an adjoining stable-yard, 
conveyed the house to the plaintiff by a description, which did not include the 
moiety of the yard. But the deed contained the following geveral words :— 
“Together with all buildings, erections, fixtures, commons, yards, trees, 
hedges, ditches, fences, walls, ways, waters, watercourses, liberties, privileges, 
easements, advantages, and appurtenants whatsoever’’ to the house apper- 
taining, &c. It was contended that the moiety of the yard did not pass under 
the deed, and that under the general word “ yards,” nothing but an easement 
could . It was said to be the opiaion of conveyancers that general words 
are on y applicable to easements. Fry, J., was of opinion that general words, 
like all other words, must be construed according to their meaning. And 
in this case the deed contained eighteen general words, one of them being the 
word “‘ easements,” If general words could pass only easements, then the other 
seventeen words would be inoperative, Moreover, the grantor had the fee 
simple of the moiety of the yard, and could not have an easement over his own 
property. He might, no doubt, have created an easement over it, but he did 
not — todothat. He could not by the deed pass that which he had 
not himself.—Soricitors, Shum, Crossman, ¢ Co. ; C. P. Deane, F 


TRaDE-MARK—ACTION TO Restrain INFRINGEMENT—CiRCULARS To Cus- 
TOMERS OF InrRINGER—INTERLOCUTORY Morion—SiLanper or Titis.—In 
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a case of Anderson v. Liebig’s Extract of Meat Company . before 
Chitty, J., on the 18th inst., a motion was made to ee 

company from issuing and circulating 

the public any letters, circulars, or 

the plaintiff, or any person selling his goods, 
and a photograph of the late Baron Liebig 
sold by the plaintiff or any customer was unauthorized, and from threatening 
proceedings against persons selling Liebig’s as 

the plaintiff unless such persons undertook to discontinue the user of the 
words and photograph. The plaintiff com 


extract of meat in August last, and he used the words “Baron Liebig’s 
Extract of Meat” on bis capsules, and also a w: round the pots with 
photograph on it of the late Baron Liebig. The dants have ae 


and sold the original Liebig’s extract of meat as made by Baron hewn ban 
the last twenty years. (On the 4th of October last, the defendants’ 

wrote a letter to the plaintiff stating they had been consulted by the repre- 
sentatives of the late Baron Liebig and the company with reference to the 
use of the words “Baron Liebig’s Extract of Mest, the 

on the extract of meat sold by the plaintiff, and they stated that such user 
was unauthorized by their clients, and was calculated to mislead the pablic into 
the belief that they were purchasing the defendants’ extract, and that unless 
the plaintiff wonld undertake to d tinue the user proceedings woald be 
commenced. On the 5th of October the plaiotiff replied, and declined to give 
avy undertaking, Some farther correspondence ensued, and on the 3lat of 
October the defendants commenced an action to restrain the plaintiff from 
infringing their trade-mark aad labels, and from any piracy of their goods. Since 
the action the plaintiff had discontinued the user of the words “* Baron Liebig,” 
and had also changed the photograph ; he, however, asserted a right to use such 
words, and sell the residue of his stock now on band. It appeared that the 
tors of the defendant company had sent various letters to customers of the plain- 
tiff stating that the user of the above words and wasan t 
of their rights and threatening proceedings u such user was discontinued. 
In several cases the defendants had followed up their notices by commencing 
actions against the plaiatiff’s customers. e defendants. had also given 
notice to the persons selling the plaintiff his capsules, and the iff was 
obliged to obtain his capsules from France, It was aleo allezed in 
sequence of notice from the defendaats the Castom House officials had declined 


F 


to allow the plaintiff's capsules to The plaintiff, on November 4, com- 
menced this action to restrain the defendants from giving any farther notices, 
and for damages. He now moved for an interim injunction. The plaiatiff 


alleged that before the trial of the defendants’ action his trade was being raised 
by them, and that the object of the notices was not bona fide, but rather to crush 
the plaintiff. It was also contended that the defendants should have moved for 
an injunction in their action. Currry, J., said there were two points to be con- 
sidered : whether the notices givea by the defendants had been bona fide and 
true in fact, and if untrue in fact, whether the court would interfere. On 
the first point he was of opinion that the notices were perfectly bona fide, and 
that there was no malice on the defendants’ part. The strongest evidence of their 
bona fides was that they had followed up their notices by an action 

the plaintiff, and also against several of his customers. Moreover, as far as he 
could see, these actions were being diligently prosecuted. He did not think 
any statement made by the defendants in their notices had been untrue, and 
there was no ground for the motion. The fact that the defendant company 
had not chosen to move fur an interlocutory —— was not a sufficient 
ground for the present motion. On the whole the motion must be dismissed, 
and the costs would be costs in the action.—Soticirors, Fluz ¢ Co.; W. A. 
Crump & Co, 





Practice—DisMissaL oF Action acatnst Derewpant—Morion BY SUCH 
Derenpant—Rieut To Sunsrantive Rewier.—In a case of Huntley v. 
Link, also before Chitty, J., on the 18th inst., a motion was made bya 
defendant that a co-defendant should be ordered to deliver over to him certain 
securities the subject of the action. The moving defendant had been dismissed 
from the action on the 8th of July, 1881. Carrry, J., was of opinion that when an 
action had been dismissed against = defendant he could have no substantive 
relief in the action after that date. The liberty to only gave 
pe ep ten “wringing ba OH the terme of th ordr 
such as where there was an iry as to damages given by the order, or where, 
foo tastanan 0 fond io enue ene aieeah techn to him. The motion must 
be dismissed, with costs.—Soricrrors, Kay § Co. ; Green & Cheese. 


F 


RacknorsE—Qvestion as TO OwNersHip—ReceIver—Form or OnpER— 
Practios.—In a case of Boynton v. Green, also before Chitty; J., on the 18th 
inst. a motion was made by the plaintiff to restrain the defendant from 
rnvning a racehorse in the latter’s name or for the 
as receiver of the horse. The defendant was a 
alleged that when the horse was sent to him to be trained the arrangement 


was that he was to be entitled a » i ee 
The plaintiff, on the other hand, that the was only to be 
entitled to half the profits of the horse. The horse had run in the 
defendant's name, bot the plaintiff to allow the same for the fatare 
now brought this motion. Currry, J., was of opinion that 

tion to be tried as to the ownership of the horse, and therefore he 


the plaintiff receiver and of the horse until the trial, g 
and directed that a sum of £1 in court should be treated as security for 

recelversbi He wll So Be eee ee 
deal with the horse until the except to race and train it. The order 


would be in the form given in Seton, p. 411.—Sotrcrrors, Collyer-Bristow, 
Withers, é Russell ; Uilithorne, Currey. a Villiers. 
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SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 


A special general meeting of this society was held at the society’s hall, 
Chancery-lane, on Friday, the 18th inst., for the purpose of considering the 
seport of the Legal Procedure Committee. Mr. C. C. Druce, President, 
cecupied the chair. There wasa large attendance of members. 

The Presipent baving read the circular convening the meeting, said :— 
The report of the Legal Procedure Committee was published just before the 
annual provincial meeting held at Brighton last month. I barely time to 
get up the substance of it which I stated to you at that meeting, and it was an 
impossibility for me to go closely into its details, but in view of the pledge 
given by my predecessor to calla meeting’to consider the report, the council 
thought it ought to be convened at once, or as soon after the Long Vacation as 
we might expect our members to be able to assemble together, without 
reference to any deliberations they might have previously arrived at or might 
afterwards come to, Nevertheless, we did proceed to consider the matter and 
to form our own conclusions. We considered the report at the first 
meeting after the vacation, and again after an adjournment of a fortnight at the 
first meeting of the council this nionth ; because at that meeting we alWays have 
a large attendance of the country members of the council, and we were very 
desirous of getting the opinion of the country solicitors as well as of the Lon- 
éon solicitors on the subject. In the interim between those two meetings the 
Associated Provincial Law Societies, with northern energy, had called and 
carried through a meeting occupying two days, and they were good enough to 
send me the conclusions to which they had come. Therefore our own second 
meeting wes held with the bevefit of their deliberations before us. [ hope, 
however, that the present meeting will feel itself entirely free and unfettered 
by any conclusions to which the council may have come. But we could not 
avoid considering the matter. We wrote to the Lord Chancellor, in order to 
keep the time open, and asked his lordship if he would be willing to consider 
our suggestions. We bad a polite reply from his lordship that he would be 
willing todo so. Perhaps we were right in taking this course, for even in 
to-day’s paper, for the first time, you will see that this report has been re- 
ferred tothe Rale Committee of the Judges. At the same time we know from 
the Times that the report was issued in May and was then sent out to the 
judges—whether privately or not I do not know. We have no official know- 
ledge of the matter. ‘That, I think, is the present state of affairs, It will be 
my duty in the ordinary course to read the recommendations of the copnell, 
but though they have been largely circulated I cannot think they will be well 
or usefully considered at so large a meeting, but unless come other proposition 
is brought before the meetiog I shall proceed to read them. 

Mr. G. A. CrowpEr asked whether be sbould be right in making a sugges- 
tion? . 

The PresmENt.—The council invite suggestions from the members pre- 
sent. 

Mr. Crowpgr observed that the course he was about to submit to the 
consideration of the meeting was one which had already been suggested by 
the council in their annual réport—namely, that a committee shoul formed 
to consider the report of the Legal Procedure Committee when that report 
sbould be published. The present meeting was the resnlt of the promise 
made in the t to convene a spécial meeting to consider the subject. 
The matter was far too important to be considered for any useful purpose at 
such a meeting as the present, and must, under avy circumstances, be 
eventually considered by a committee, The solicitor branch of the profes- 
sion thonght the present a very good opportunity of taking that part in 
the consideration of the matter which he maintained they were es well 
able to do ag any body of gentlemen in the United Kingdom. Speaking 
for himgelf and for those more immediately connected with him in the 
proposition, he bed to ask that twe or three of the members of the council 
shonld serye upon the committee. It was intended to be a representative 
committee and'to contain both solicitors from the west-end and from the 
city. The solicitors had not only not been adequately represented on the 
Legal Procedure Committee, but they were practically—he did not say 
intentionslly—ignored in ite constitution; this was much to be regrettd 
because the solicitors bad tocarry out the daties connected with the subject 
of the deliberations of the committee. He that country solicitors 
would co-operate with the committee either by attending its meetings or by 
assisting with written communications. Having regard to this, and that 
there might be no impression that the resolution was put forward by a 
clique, he bad been instructed not to embody in it the names of any 
iodividual gentlemen, but be wes prepared with a list of firms, the members 
of which hed expressed their willingness to act. The names of the firms 
would aleo gteater weight. He concladed by moving :—That this 
meeting is of opivion that it is desirable that the whole subject to which the 
report of the Legal Procedure Committee directly or otherwise refers, be 
submitted tos committee of members of the Incorporated Law Society, of 
whom ten shall form a quoram, to consist of gentlemen to be named at this 
meeting with power to add to their namber. ‘That such committee shall 
bave power to invite suggestions and receiye and consider any which ma: 
be made to them, and shall be at liberty to confer with and shall 
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report that a committee should be formed from the general body of the secieby 
to be co-workers with the gouncil in regard to this very imp subject, 
The only thing he would say was that they must make haste about 
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The president bad told them that the subject had been referred to the 
Committee of Judges, and whatever su ons they bad to make, as a society 
must be sent in alee, omy had before them the suggestions of the Asso- 
ciated Proyincia) Law Societies, the s tions of the Newcastle Incorporated 
Law Society, the suggestions made by the council, and they would have the 
suggestions of the committee to be formed, and these would have to be reduced 
to a cohesive whole, The council would haye to make a digest of theae 
suggestions and pnt it before the authorities in a shape which should com- 
mand attention. With regard to the suggestion that some of the members of 
the council should serve on the committee, be cond only speak for bimeelf, 
and he hoped the meeting would excuse him. The conncil | e 
duty already in framing engpestions in the first instance, and t Fe 
discussions over the report of the iS ocedure Committee ex made 
suggestions with reference to that. They bad also considered the suggestions 
of = Associated Provincial Law Societies and of others, and he thought it 
would almost be better to leave them free to consider the further suggestions 
to be made by the committee. He did not urge this from any want of respect 
to the committee, bat he thought it would be better to have independent 
minds upon it. It might be supposed thet the members would come to the 
committee fettered by the opinions they bad expressed at the council table, 
and that might be inconvenient. He heartily accepted the motion and hoped 
it would be passed. 

Mr. F. K. Munron supported the motion. He would have been glad if the 
council could have seen their way to assist the committee as sugge by Mr. 
Crowder, but it would be sufficient if it went forth to the world that the council 
approved of the appointment of the committee, and he was sute no one present 
had the slightest desire that any committee should be opposed to the council. 
They wished it to be auxiliary to the council and to ‘assist them in their 
labours. He had attended the meeting referred to by Mr. Walters, and he 
wished now to stato publicly what he bad urged upon that occasion. There 
was a strong feeling on the part of many members of the solicitor branch of 
the professién that inasmach a8 the report went mainly to the reduction of 
the expense of carrying on legal pleas = they ought to urge that all 
needless expense poe J by their being compélled to employ counsel in small 
cases should be avoided. If they were te bring actions for eums under £200 
at a redaced rate of costs—a very proper thing to do in itself—let it be under- 
stood that the true way of aiming at @ saving would be that solicitors should 
have audience in those cases. = 


Mr. Francis MILtEeR would have liked that the resolutions should have 
been come to at a general meeting instead of by a committee. He thought it 
wou}d be better that each item of the report should be congidered in general 
meeting. 

Mr. _ ee olserved that the resqlution provided for further consideration 
of the subject at an adjourned general postion. 

Mr. Miver thought the time pressed too much for the matter to be delayed 
for the committee's report, and be would baye liked the opinion of the pre- 
sent meeting upon each of the items seriatim. There were gue oF two 
matters which ought not P be decided on the opinion of a committee, how- 
eyer large or influential. The first was : were ploadin ings to be abolished or 
got? If alterations were made in the low which did not work well, solicitors 

d to bear the brunt of it when they presented their bills to their clients. 

Mr. E. Le Rice asserted that the interests of the council and the members 
Ree identical, and he was sure the council would be pleased to unite with 

em or with any members of the profeysin in consideration « 
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twepty years, and yet they ye d over Without a single remark from 
the council. ? ings were to be ab ws, Mectery and in-pection were to 
be curtailed, and the whole jarisdigsion placed in the h of the masters. 
He suppoged most of the members of the council had ab some time in their 
lives attended chambers, and must be aware of the way in which symmonges 
were decided. Would they suggest for one moment that the whole procedure 
of an action was to be entrusted to the discretion of a master—that one master 
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was to say what was to be the whole course of an action?’ He must be ona 
of the most consummate geniuses that ever existed. Acdording to the report of 
committee there were 86,590 undefended cases in 1879, and’opdinarily there 
were three masters sitting, which would give 12,060 to pach, nd he 
is to bave a Bork of every Case, 80 as to revert nnnecersary 
expense being incurred. It must be within the experience of every 
solicitor that the in ‘actions stopped nine- 


leadings and discove 
tenths of them, th ee 


® report said that there were 38 per cent. or 
20,000 defended causes, and of these something unaeh 300 
tried, consequently theré were 18,000 cases which were pettled wit oat 
being tried. The report said of the 57,650 writs issued in 1879, 16,96 
actions—i.e., 23-34 per cent. were settled by default; by judgment under 
order 14, 4,251 or 7.10 per cept. ; total of practically tindefended Capes 36,590 
or 61.124 per cent. ; cases unaccounted for abd therefore presum y settled or 
abandoned after some bt: ce 0,804 or 35.10 percent. The Feusinia 
oi thas accounted Yor, Decided in court’ for plaintiffs 1,232; fur 
defendants 521; before masters’ and official referees 512; total 2,265. 
© as ot a practising solicitor bus knew thet, nothing ittopped 
eir aboli- 


ourned meeting of the society. an bse so offen as ‘the’ plcsatngp + and the resalt 
. W. Mutuotsd Watr8ts anderstood thet » meeting had been held by | tion would be oe ed 3,000 ‘cases tried there would be more, near! 
some of the members to consider the subject, and that they had b gan wpen 15,000, but instéad of the costs going {ito the pockets of the solicitors th 
}~ sens to be a ‘at this tout py ot which had bas8 3t | would go into the pockets of the bar, and they would have ee but oops. 
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it ¥0 Goiig: “He with every word of it and Bailed with oi tion the reat * ode ion of “he nie orate esi fhe ty to 
adoption of wn ott by thé council in their last anoual | practically without appeal, and this was in the est degree objectionable. 
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Then the committee could not see how one person by the mere statement that he 
had a cause of action against apother should be entitled to discovery of docu- 
ments. He(Mr. Le Riche) should have thought that if there ever was s case where 
the suitor should be entitled ie discovery it shon'd be whore he brings an action 
against another. These lemen could pass over these matters as if they 
were of no importance. were really vital points to practising solicitors. 
With respect to the audi of golicitors there was no dopbt that it would be 
for the benefit of the world at large if the distinction between barristers and 
80) isijorg, warp st hed, but it wo aa te ve I for He Pa ae At we 

resent time three persons were or doing the work of one. 16 would, 
2 rhaps, be well Wiicetes the plicitors off the face of the earth ; but let it 
be clearly understood that if the distinction between barrigters and solicitors 
were abolished, one-third of the profession would be starved out. If solicitors 
acted as barristers, barristers would act as solicitors, and the very last thing 
they ought to wish for was the fusion of the two branches. He did not think 
the resolution should be passed in its present stage without some remark with 


regard to the cardinal changes that were proposed, the abolition of discovery, 

the abolition of pleadings, and the absurd idea of giving the masters jarisdic- 

-_ we the whole m, und algo with regard to limiting appeals from 
mbers. 


Mr. G. B, Gregory, M.P., was anxious to correct an impression by Mr. 
Le Riche that these resolutions had been passed without deliberation or con- 
sideration. That, they all knew, was by no means the case. The matter had 
been very fully considered by the council. The object of the meeting was not 
that the council should express their opinions but that they might agcertain 
the spit 18 of the members, and he therefore would not prejudice the disous- 
sion by offering any opinion. He only wighed to point ont that the report 
was carefully considered by the council, and the recommendations which 
were before the meeting were adopted, not unanimeusly, but by a majority of 
of that body on the main issues that were submitted. 

Mr. Provpgoor was sorry to differ from the opinion of the council. In 
1879, 59,659 writs were issued. There could ba no more conclusive evidence 
of the effect of the iaguing a writ to bring the matter to a close without ex- 
pense than the figures of the report which showed that out of 59,000 and odd 
sctions that were commenced, only 3,000 came to trial in @ court of justice. 
As soon a8 the writ was issued, terms were made. If not, the statement of 
claim was delivered. He was not particularly partial to the statements of 
claim atte resent day, but look at 1852 when the gouerstion was as simple 
as postible, the writ was issued, an appearance was entere 
who gave a simple declaration. All he had to say was that he was never in- 
debted or had paid the smount, or to put in some special plea, and in 
thousands of cases the matter was settled. This was plainly shown by the 
fact that a of 60,000 writs that were issued in 1879, 2,265 cases only came 
to trial, What more could be required in the direction of simple and cheap 
law? Then, with regard to the abolition of pleadings, how was it possible 
the solicitor could know what course to pursue without them? It was ab- 
solutely necessary to know what the plaintiff demanded and what the defence 
wag, and if it was pot off until the action was tried co end of difficulty would 
arise, and where cliente would find themselves when they came into that 
position it would be impossible to say. He was surprised to find that this 
should have been agreed to by men who had heen concerned in common law 
business. It was necessary to know what the polatif's case was, what the 
defence was, and then, as the judges always said, let them look at the record 
and not travel ont of the record. He was, certainly, in favour of a committees being 
appointed to be composed of men in active practice. Togo to chambers under 
the present atate of affairs was a day’s work. As to the masters telling them 
in a common law action what they were to do all the way through, that was 
an impossibility. He hoped thet the committee would be at liberty to call in 
the eyidence of experienced clerks who attended chambers, that they might 
ascertain how the business was conducted. 

Mr. Watrers explaiued that the council had not suggested that pleadings 
sbould beabplished. They had suggested originally that they should not be 
abolished, They had to consider the report of the Legal Procedure Com- 
mittee, and the majority of the council took the view that recommendation 
No. 1 did not amount to the abolition of pleadings. It was a mere qaestion 
of terms. His own view was that it gave them practically what they wanted. 


The pantit bed to ‘ih notice of what he relied on, and the defendant had 
re . 


to gi? notice in 
‘Mr,  CRomeron ponght that the judges were siming at yniformity of 
practice in common law gnd chancery. It was @ known fact that a great 
many of the rules bi the Hl aticatare Act had béen modified by snb-rales 
by the judges of the Coart of Chancery in their particular courts, and it had 
been the practice of the Master of the Rolls neyer to allow a statement of 
claim in an ordinary administration suit, and to go direct into court upon an 
indorsement of the writ, Ifthe rule was to be that there were to be no pleadings 
in the first instance, but that they were to go to a master and ask for 
pleadings in special actions, let them simply indorse their writ for an 
ordinary claim where there was no necessity for pleadings, and where there 
was a complicated state of things let them go to the master and go through 
the present course of Pesdings. Then, again, where the master had power 
to treat the whole matter in the first instance, he had not the slightest 
doubt that it would work ont in practice much as the taking out a summons 
for directions in an administration suit in eer He admitted that it 
would create a great desl of injustice, and hoped that if the principle were 
carried out common Jaw chamber work would’ be much more like chancery 
chamber work, especially if the rule were also carried ovt that there should 
be a list of the cases set down to a particular master so that he might carry 
his mind through the whole of the cases. If that were done, principals as well 
as their clerke would be enabled to go before the niastes, the master would be 
pared to consideration to the cases, and « great deal of inter- 
(cntary mater ovald be eatlefsctorily dealt with 1s chambers as was at present 
done in the Chancery Division. Solicitors wanted their olients to have the 


by the defendant, | f 








benefit of improvements with regard to litigation, and he felt in reading the 
report that it was honestly framed on that fopting and that it ought to receive 
their best assistance in working it out on that basis, “°° ayes 

Mr. W. J. Fraser, C.C., supported the motion. He observed 3 
intended to deal with the subject in a yey ous r te 
opinions of the members should be beard with regar to it. He might 
be one or two members of the conncil on the committee, that ave the 
“en st i views of the counc * ka i ‘ Mies : 

r. J. Moxon Crason suggested tt r. Crow L the li 
firms willing to verre on tthe seanittinn of which he had meting 

The Prestpent put it to the meeting whether the list should be read of not, 
and, on a show of hands, the repos was ived. 

Mr. T. H. Devyousutne aber that if a committee Ly to be Speciated te 
consider this very grave i rtant rae it would to know 
whether the council had p edged themse re to the ions nad heen ex- 
pressed fo the peber ich had been girculated. If t TEP merely pngae- 
tions to be reconside y we aot after the result of the deli of 
the proposed committee should be made known, well and ot, but if the 
council already felé themselves pl to an ceneloret d if the conelu- 
sions of the committee should not be in harmon with the yiews of the 
coapell then he feared the society would find nan Se in @ position of some 

ifficulty. 

The Passer: I endeavoured to state in my opening remarks that the 
council were not unanimous in the conclusions at which they have arrived. We 
were fairly unanimous on the more important points but not op a of them, 
but I - stated that I hoped this meeting would consider the matter un- 
fettered. nA en sh 

Mr. Devonsuire observed that it would be an encouragement to the com- 
mei if they could feel that they were not placing themselves in opposition to 

e council. ; 

The Prestpent: There may be difference of opinion, but no antagonism. 

Mr. Bromey thought it a matter of regret that the council had considered 
the report without taking the members into their confidence. “It seemed to 
him a most unfortunate thing to request the committee to act at all in the 
matter. They had better let matters go on for @ yeat or two. At _—* 
was ill-advised and ill-timed. The report was of a very tentative 6 
No evidence was called before the Legal Procedure Committee. Certain 
details seemed to have been laid before them, and the resolutions were put 
forward as general recommendations. Anyone feading the must see 
that it was at a very early stage of incubation. It said that in ion was 
laid before the committee, hat that information was he did not know—not 
a single witness was called. Unless this information were laid before the 

roposed committee, they could not deal with the report as they would like 
fo. He was very glad to hear that the council were not tied down by any 
opinion expressed to the judges. 

The Presipent ; I think I stated—or I ought to bave done so—that in 
October the Lord Chancellor sent us a copy of that report simply—not re- 
questing our opinion or advice. We thought it our duty to er it, and 
in order to keep the matter open, I wrote to the Lord Chancellor, asking if he 
would receive our suggestions, I had a very polite answer that he would be 
very willing, and so the matter rests. 

Mr. THomas Patne (vice-president) observed that one of the speakers had 
found fault with the council for not taking the members into their confidenca 
before expressing an opinion. The council had found themselves on the horns 
ofadilemma. It was obvious that there was no time to be lost in dealing 
with the report, and they felt that if they did not give some ex i 
their views it would yery paparelly be thrown into their teeth 
eraded the consideration of ¢ 
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ese circumstances they came to the bes} conclusions ¥ 08 4 ‘ 

Mr. 0. Forp asked whe er the ragert F the sep Corpse 
would be submitted to the Council of J It had been whi about 
re it hi not be cone serte by the ju ee 

[he Present: I said at the opening of the n to-day’s Times 
it is stated that the 2 a have eng at to Rig m mittee of Jadant, 

Mr. E. Kimper observed that it was clear that the council bed onside 
the report, ‘bat it was equally clear, from their recommendations, tha 
they had not fully considered it. One of the recommendations of 
the report of the Legal Procedure Committee was “ ‘Tio ings 
should be allowed unless by order *of a judge.” This was & very 
serions question, which had agitated the minds of ninety-nine out of a 
hundred of the members of the profession who had any active practice in 
London. He wonld like to know what the pence sbhont it. Another 
d any 
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of trial shall be by a hades without a jury, ~* Ay : c 
directions, on the application of either party, an order shall 

the eanse be tried by a jury, ifit shall a pear ta the « . 
conveniently be 86 tried.” He could unders dea ¢ 
ever have entered the minds of the jadges. “Accordic a 
suitor had the right to have his cause tr ae the r 

county court, and why should a ‘differéot Tul csebied 
Court? ‘The récommendation went on to say:—“ Prov 

the following cases the right of either party to a trial by jury 
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—libel, slander, seduction, false imprisonment, wulicious prosecutien, breach 
of promise of marriege.”” Did it not occur to them that there were other 
matters that could equally well be tried by jurymen ? Then there was the 
following recommendation of the council :—‘‘ Avy reduction of the scale shall 
not apply to the initial steges of an action ; and in no case where the amount 
recovered is under £200 shall the fees of more than one counsel on either side 
be allowed, unless the judge shall otherwise order.” Had it ever occurred to 
them that there might be an intimate friendship between the judge and the 
senior counsel, and that without much consideration he might say, ‘* Yes, both 
counsel alike” ? Had it not occurred that in the most paltry and trumpery 
cases the attendance of counsel had been allowed ? Then there was another 
recommendation of the Legal Procedure Committee:—“ These recommenda- 
tions sball extend to all business which is not assigned by the Judicature Acts 
to a division otherthan the Queen’s Bench Division; and there sball be, as 
far as practicable, a uniform system of procedure in all the divisions.” How was 
itthatan extraordinary jurisdiction of the Queen’s Bench Division should be con- 
tinually wrapped up in the greatest mystery and misunderstanding? What did 
they mean by it? He asked them to ask any judge upon any difficult point 
on the Crown practice as to whether he knew what the practice was or not, 
and he would candidly confess his ignorance. But ought things to be left in 
this state of mystery? The solicitors were obliged to get their knowledge from 
an officer of the court and not from books, These recommendations were 
crude and ill-digested, and showed a want of consideration on the part of those 
who were responsible for them. 

Mr, Crowder’s motion was put to the meeting and carried, with the addition 
of the words, “That it be an instraction to the committee to apply to the 
secretaries of the provincial law societies to suggest the names of country 
members willing to serve on the committee.” 


Mr. Crowper, after premising that the list of those to serve on the com- 
mittee had not been prepared with the object of thrusting it upon the meet- 
ing, but simply because representatives of the firms therein named were present 
at a meeting which had been held for the purpose of arranging the course to 
be pursued, read the list, which, after several additions had been made to it, 
stood as follows :— 

Mesers, Bell, Broderick, & Gray, 9, Bow Church-yard; Mr. Bromley, 
43, Bedford-row; Messrs. Bolton, Robine, & Busk, 45, Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields; Messrs. Crowder, Anstie, & Vizard, 55, Lincoln’s-inn-fields; 
Mr. G.-S. Gibb, 3, Fenchurch-avenue; Messrs. Shum &] Crossman, 
16, Theobald’s-road, Gray’s-inn ; Messrs. Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, & Co., 
6, Old Jewry, E.C.; Mr. V. I. Chamberlain, 48, Finsbury-square; Mr. 
T. H. Devonshire, 1, Frederick-place ; Mr. C. Ford, 10, Wellington-street, 
Strand; Mr. W. J. Fraser, 2, Soho-square ; Meesrs, Chester, Mayhew, Broome, 
& Griffithes, 11, Staple-inn; Messrs. Torr, Janeway, Torr, & Gribble, 38, 
Bedford-row ; Messrs. Surr, Gribble, & Bunton, 12, Abchurch-lane; 
Mr. E. Kimber, 22, Queen-street, Cheapside ; Messrs, Coode, Kingdon, & 
Cotton, 34, Bedford-row ; Messrs, Munton & Morris, 3, Lambeth-hill, Queen 
Victoria-street ; Messrs, Iliffe, Russell, Iliffe, & Cardale, 2, Bedford- 
row ; Mersrs. Field, Ros-oe, Field, Francis, & Orbaldeston, 36, Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields ; Messrs. Sharpe & Parker, 41, Bedford-row ; Messrs. Sole, Turner, & 
Knight, 68, Aldermanbury ; Messrs. Young, Jones, Roberts, & Hale, 2, St. 
Mildrea’s-court, Poultry ; Messre, Winter & Co., 16, Bedford-row; Messrs, 
Hanbury, Hutton, & Whitting, 62, New Broad-street ; Messrs, Mullens & 
Bosanguet, 11, Queen Victoria-street ; Messrs. Robinson, Preston, & Stone, 35, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields ; Mr. R. H. Milward, 40, Chancery-Jane; Messrs. Witall 
& Compton, 19, Great George-street. 

Mr. Roperts suggested that some country firms should be placed on the 
committee, as there were a great muny points in the report which affected the 
country solicitor, and there were certain matters on which country practitioners 
could give better information than the London members of the profession. 
They could tell them that to assimilate the question of costs would be a most 
retrograde step. It would mean that the plaintiff or defendant would them- 
selves have to pay the costs of an action, as was the case in county court 
—_ which many solicitors would not undertake upon the county court 

e. 


Mr. Fraser remarked that the committee had power to add to their 
number, 


Mr. Expgrton hoped that some gentlemen accustomed to county court 
practice would be placed on ths committee. 

Mr. Rusenstein proposed that the members of the council should be ex 
oficio members of the committee. 

Mr, F. K, Munton moved, ‘‘ That it be an instruction to the committee to 
apply to the secretaries of the several provincial Jaw societies to suggest the 
names of country members who will be willing to attend the committee,” 

Mr. Lz Ricne seconded the motion. 

The motion was put and carried. 

On the motion of Mr, Fraser, Mr. Grinham Keen, Mr. W. Melmoth 
Walters, Mr. R. Pennington, and Mr. J. Ellerton, members of the council, were 
added to the list. 

The list, as read by Mr. Crowder, with the additions referred to, was then 
put and carried, 

Mr. Fraser: I presume the committee will have the use of a room in the 
building ? 

The Paesipenr : We shall give every possible facility for their meetings. 

Mr. RusEnsTE1n moved that the adjourned meeting be held in the evening. 
They were all pressed for time, and it was very inconvenient for many 
solicitors to attend during the busiest hours of the day. 

The meeting was at this time breaking up, and the motion was not put. 

A vote of thanks to the President, proposed by Mr. Munron, terminated 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 


THE COURT OF APPEAL AT LINCOLN’S INN, 
Papers FOR THE JUDGES. 


The necessary papers for the use of the judges on the hearing of 
appeals must be left with Mr. Davey (the first officer of the Master of 
the Rolls), Lord Chancellor's private entrance, Lincoln’s-inn, at least 
one week before ~~ is likely to appear in the daily court paper. 
The papers required are : 

Three copies of notice of appeal. 

Three copies of order or judgment appealed from. 

Three copies of pleadings or other documents showing the nature of 
the appeal. 

The above papers must be put together in three sete—that is to say, 
one complete set for each judge. 

Court of Appeal, Lincoln’s-inn, November 21, 1881. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


er the 13th day of September, 1881. 
Caancery Diviston. 

The Lords Commissioners of her Majesty’s Treasury, with the concurrence 
of the Lord Chancellor, do hereby, in the exercise of ped woe ng for this pur- 
pose conferred upon them by the ‘‘ Courts of Justice (Salaries and Funds) 
Act, 1869,” and of all other powers enabling them in this behalf, determine 
and order as follows:— 

1. From and after the date hereof, the existing and all fature clerks in the 
several offices and departments of the Chancery Division of the High Court of 
Justice specified in the schedule hereto shall be classified respectively as first 
class, second class, and third class clerks. 

2. There shall be paid to the said existing clerks the yearly salaries specified 
in the said schedole with the annual increments therein mentioned, and to all 
future clerks the yearly salaries following ; thatis to say, to first-class clerks, 
the sum of £500, rising by annual increments of £20 to £600; to second-class 
clerks, the sum of £250, rising by annual increments of £15 to £400; and 
to third-class clerks, the sum of £100, rising by annual increments of £10 to 
£200. 

8. The said existing and all fature clerks in the Chancery Division shall be 
interchangeable and liable to be transferred to and perform the duties of any 
office or department io the said division. 

4. There shall be employed in the chambers of each judge of the Chancary 
Division to whom for the time being a chamber staff may be attached, such 
chief clerks and other clerks as may from time to time be necessary, not ex- 
ceeding three chief clerks, six first-class clerks, six second-class clerks, and 
three third-class clerks. 

5. Upon the occurrence of a vacancy in any of tho clerkships specified 
in the said schedule, the staff of the office or departmentin which the vacancy 
occurs may be re-adjusted, and the numbers of the clerks therein reduced or 
their duties altered accordingly in such manner as the Treasury, with the con- 
currence of the Lord Chancellor, may determine. 

6. Unless onder special circumstances the Lord Chancellor shall otherwise 
direct, a second or third class clerk shal] not be promoted to a higher class 
until the acting head of the office or department in which such clerk shall, for 
the time being, be employed has certified in writing to tbe Lord Chancellor 
that such clerk has discharged his duties in a satisfactory manner in every 
respect, and that he is fully qualified for promotion. ‘ 

Arruur D. Barrer, 

Cuarues OC, Cores. 
I concur in the above order, 

Sevsorne, C. 

Seo “eee contains the names of present officers and the amount of their 
sal . 








COUNTY COURTS, 

I, the Right Honourable Roundell, Baron Selborne, Lord High Chancellor 
of Great Britain, do, under the powers vested in me by the County Conrt 
Rales, 1875, hereby order that the offices of the county courts may be 
closed on the 23rd, 24th, 26th, and 27th days of December, 1881. 

Given under my hand, this lst day of November, 1881. SzLBorng, 0, 








It appears from the Indian newspapers that a reduction is proposed in the 
salaries of the jadges of the Calcutta High Court. Sir Richard Garth has pro- 
tested against it on the ground that it is unjust to the people of Bengal, inas- 
much as the sum paid by them in the shape of court fees not only covers the 
cost of their own judicial machinery, but leaves a large surplus to go towards 
making up the deficit under this head ia the other presidencies. In 1879, the 
surplus was thirty lacs of rapees, while in 1880 it was considerably in excess 


of that sum, 
A curious case, says the Chicago Legal News, has just been decided in the 
Californian courts. Nicholas Sepulveda and Francisco Salazar were jointly in- 


dicted for the crime of grand larceny, and tried together in the Santa Clara 
County Court. The jury rendered a verdict in these words : “ We, the jury, 
find the defendences guilty as charged in the inditisment.” The clerk, in re- 
cording the verdict, corrected orthography, and wrote the word defendant for 
defendences. Upon 
mined that the record of the clerk must be takep as the verdict rendered, 
And as there were two defendants on trial, a verdict finding the defendant 





the proceedings. 





guilty, without specifying which of the two defendants, was void for uncertainty. 









appeal to the Supreme Court by Sepulveda, it was deter- | 
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LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Napotzon Frepericx Anois, solicitor (of the firm of Argles & 
Argles), of 85, Gracechurob-street, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Jadicatare. 

Mr. THomas RicnaRpson Kemp, Q.C,, aud Mr, Witntam Micuagt, Q.0., 
have been elected Benchers of the Middle Temple. 

Lorp Fraser has been appointed Lord Ordinary in Exchequer Cases in 
Scotland in succession to theta late Lord Oburohill. 

Mr. NatHanizt Baxsr, barrister, has been appointed Secretary to the 
Royal Commission on Fever and Smallpox Hospitals in the Metropolis. Mr. 
Baker was called to the bar at the Inner wage oe in Trinity Term, 1867, He 
practises on the Oxford Circuit and at the Gloucestershire and Worcester- 
shire Sessions. In 1875 he was secretary to ry Royal Commission on the 
Vaccination Acts, and last year was secre’ to the Commission of Inquiry 
into Corrapt Practioes io the Borough of Boston. 

Mr. Joun Postnetuwaire Cartwricnt, solicitor, of Chester, has been 
elected Sheriff of that city for the ensuing year. Mr. Cartwright wae 
admitted a solicitor in 1861. 

Mr. CuarLes Tanner Kinapon Roseats, solicitor, of Exeter and Bud- 
leigh, has been appointed U oder-Sheriff of the city of Exeter for the ensuing 
year. Mr. Roberts is the son of Mr. Edward Hant Roberts, solicitor. He 
was admitted in 1872, and is in partnership with his father. 

Mr. JouN HEARFIELD, solicitor and notary, of Hall, has been appointed 
Under-Sheriff of the Town and County of the Town of Kingston-upon-Hall 
for the ensuing year. Mr. Hearfield was admitted a solicitor in 1859. 

Mr. Jonn Tattocg, solicitor, of Chester, has been appointed Under-Sheriff, 
and Mr, Witttam Tuomas Hamuin (of the firm of Hamlin & Grammer), 
solicitor, of 7 and 3, Staple-ino, London, W.C., Deputy, of the City of Chester 
for the ensuing year. 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomnt Stock ComPanins, 
Luwirsp In Caapeges. 
» Astow aay ayo Company, Liuirep.—Chitty, J , has fixed Nov 28, at 11, at his 
chambers, for the srs, an of an official liquidator ” 
ro Provision, Wink, AND Spizit Trapine Assocration, Limrrsp.—Petition for 
up, presented Nov 14, directed to be heard before wt J., on Nov 26. 
Mactolia, Cheapside, solicitor y*. the petitioner 
Hawp’s Arternoon Tzua Company, Limitep.—By an order made Chitty, J., dated 
york. it bins ordered that the company be wound up. Ellis, fod row, solicitor 
oners 
Msrroro.itan Parntine Company, Lruirep.—Petition for winding up, ted Nov 
15, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Nov 26. Mackreth, New Broad st, 
solicitor for the petitioner 
Nortnsew Countiss Banx, Limitep.—Creditors are required, on or before Deo 20, . 
send their names and the partienins of their debts or claims, 
Edmund Nichols, Sen Newcastle-upon-' . Thursday, Jan 12, at 12, is 


appointed for hearing an judicating upon the debts and claims 
RicwarDs anv Co., on Lo reditors are meg on or before Dec 6, to send their 
names and adi Ser the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederic George 


eelunie 2 Moorgate st >, ie. 20, at 11, is appointed for hearing and 


udicating upon the ‘ious and deus’ 
Gazette, Nov. ot), 


Arts’ Promotion Soorsry, Limrrep.—Kay, J., has, by an Say Po 
appointed Mr. wee James Boyce, 46, Queen’ Victoria st, to be SMicial 1 liquidator. 
Creditors are By very on or before Dec 10, to send their names and addresses, and the 
particularr o: ir debts or claims to the above. Jan 16 at 11 is appointed for 
the debts ¢ 


adjudicating hp ay laims. 

Carpirr Si1zica Fire Brick Lemna, Liuirzp,—Petition for wi up, presented 
Nov 19, directed to be heard before Hall. V.C., on Dec 2. Warry Co, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields, agents for Burges and Co, Bristol, Solicitors for the petitioners 

CuMBERLAND Stream OCuntivation Compary, *Luerrep. —Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Nov 18, directed to be heard before Chitty, J.,on Dec 3. Speechley and Co, 
New- solicitors for the petitioners 

— pees Wink, AND Srinit ae Assooration, Limirsp.—Petition for 

nted Nov ¥ 19, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Dee 3. 
Grook, Sha Hg st, ng for the petitioner 
Grsveen & og! _ennes:: Compary, — —The creditors are required, on or 
their names and addresses, and the iculers of their debts 
or cain, to Laws Willems, Dolgelly. Tuesday, Jan 10 at 12 is appointed for hearing 
upon the debts or claims. 
Tecan eens Fane anp Emigration Union, Liurrep.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Nov 18, directed to be heard before Hall, V.C., on Dec 2, Labrow, Finsbury 
vavement, solicitor for the petitioner. 
Unuimirgp in CHANCERY. 
Huu etna peg ay 2 Funp anp Equitasiz Loan Socrzty,—Petition for winding 
to be heard before hea J., on Nov 26. Collyer- 
Sider aad ¢ and Co, Bedford row, agents for Leak and Co, gston- upon-Hull, solicitors 


for the petitioner 
(Gazette, Nov 18.] 
SyNDIcaTE OF THE MininG Propgrty Puacer Avrivero Genera, AtvaREz.—Peti- 
tion for up, presented Nov 21, directed to be heard before Fry, J., on Friday, 
Dec 2. Ed Son, Cloak lane, solicitor for the petitioner, 
[ Gazette, Nov. 22.] 
FRienDiy Socretizs Dissonvep. 
Dos Untow Farznpiy Socrgty, Schoolroom, Abbey Dore, Hereford. Nov 1 
(Gazette, Nov. 18.) 
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i 30,000 London alone. . For 
two stamps to (8. J.) Chappuis, patentee and manufacturer, 69, - 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM, 


es, 

Bryptoss, Ayn, osies, ur Maneester, Jan 9. Wood and Williamson, Manchester 

Buixstox, Jour, Statham within Lymm, Ohester, Gent. Dec 26, cei 
orsley, Warrington 

Boarp, cavven, Weston ongen Hoon, ae: © Int 5 Bg Bes en 

Deeum, Joszrx, Woolton, nr Liverpool, Gardener. = SE 


olen Frayces Lovrsa, Maidenhead, Dye. Ds Dec 15. Fosinnnd Oe. Chanany lane 


Crewe, & 48, Harpley, Worcestershire, Y: Jan 1. ve, Bromyard 
Caaxrrox, Rona, C Caistor, Lincoln, Yeoman. . er 14, Smith yo Cousans, Caistor 
Manufacturer. Dec 24. Rider, Leeds 


Crostanp, Sam, Farnley, Leeds, Woollen 
Darwin, Brasuvs Aen Queen Anne st, Cavendish sq, Esq. Dec 8. Paterson and 
ig id Agden Hall, nr Lymm, Chester, Merchant, Jan 1. Barle 
AVIE: AVID ‘NOLDS, len jan 
and Go, Manchester 


E og Y, Spring Bank, Kingston upon Hull. Dec 24. Thorney, Hull 
Frasaane, Sanka ae. Decl. Prescot 

— James Joszpx Waxzpsy, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Dec 31. Reeve, 
and Woodcock, Leicester 
Basinghall st 


estoft 
Se th ee De, Nae ot te 
aTHEws, Aww Eviza a 
Maveuay, Rev J Joserx, teal, Des Rider, Leeds 
Msyzr, Aveustus FrepERick Cunteri, Cockspur st, Charing Cross. Dec 20. Jackson 


and Wright, Lincoln’s inn flelds 
Opams, Jamzs, Fenchurch st, Merchant. Dec 31. Gee, + eer 's Stortford 
Manufacturer. Denton and Co, Gray’s 


bar Rosgrt Huey, Strand, Truss 


quan tonne, High st, re, Grocer. Dec 31. Marsh, Fen ct 
Parry, Rosert, Debden, Essex. Dec 31 Bishop’s 
PICKLES, Saran Exizasera, Dewebers, ¥ 

Piummer, Witt1am, Shaw, Wilts, Farmer. 
Quurn, THomas Peter, Walton, nr Liverpool. Dec 5. Evans and Co 
RussgiL, Witu1aM Natwantet, Bedale, York, Retired Captain. 


bi 
Tarton, ga Doszpz, Bishop’s Stortford, Herts, Solicitor. Dec 31, Gee, Bishop’s 


Warres, Wiiu1aM, Pontefract, York. neo Foster and , Pontefract 
Woop, Hawaz, Hove, Brighton. Dec 13, Winter, =e Nor, 8] 
‘ov. 


A.pzgrsoy, Haragrztr, Ashbourne, Derby. March 2, a 
Bet, Ayn PHILADELPHIA, Highbury grange, Highbury. Dec 20, Gregson, Cty 


Throgmorton st 
a Tuomas Reatwatp, Grove pl, Brompton, Esq. Jan 10, Wrentmore, 
Crisp, Mart, iS Cambeilion: Feb 18. KEadens and 


newton, Conese 

Davies, Gsoras, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Dec7. Stewart, upon-Tyne 
Deve {Waeaam, Elmswood, nr Liverpool, Dec 31. yeas and Co, 
Dopp, Hawry, City Wharf, Hoxton, Contractor. Feb1. Darvill and Co, New Windsor 
Caen Rozzrr, Panton st, Haymarket. Dec 19. Garrard and Co, st, Pall 
Hargison, Jonny, Bath, Esq. Ded 19. Wilde and Co, College hill 

Howstt, Jamns CuamBers, Warburton House, Hackney. Jan 31. Anstie, Lincoln’s 


inn fields 
Jon, 8 arenes Yate, Gloucester, Master of Union Workhouse. Dec 24, Trenfield, 


ni; 
JORDAN, Ae Cussaae Week st, Lambeth. Nov 30. Furber, Gray’s inn square 
Lawes, Jonny, Trowbridge,. Wilts, Lcensed Victualler. Dec $1. Mann and Rodway, 


Trowbridge 
a ey Higher Broughton, Lancaster, Banker. Dec31. Smith and Co, Man- 
c 


Mrttwarp, Joun, Balsall Heath, Worcester, Retired Law Clerk. Dec 17, Bloxham 
and Son, Birmingham 

PARKER, Groner Ltoxp, Bath, Gent. Dec3l. Stone, Bath 

ir aa Wellington, New Zealand, Gent. Dec 10, Surman and Co, Lincoln’s inn 


we Wi111aM Nostz, South Shields, Grocer. Dec 5. Bird, Newcastle-upon- 


Roz, Ssmpronivs Wit11aM, Henrietta st, Brunswick sq, Attorney’s Clerk. Dec 20, 
Redpath and Holdsworth, Bush lane 
Saez, CHARLEs Faxpenicx, ( Clifton, ee es Jan 1. Osborne and e Bristol 


Sxrevine, G B, Wed ng Dec 18. 

Sroonsr, CHARLEs, Girdler’s rd . craith. Dec 31, Trindare, and Curtis- 
Hayward, St Helen’s place 

THWaAIrTEs, sone, North Row Covent Garden Market. Dec 23. Withall and Co, Great 
George geo ot Westminster 

ba oe Barvucn, The Boltons, West Brompton. Dec 31. Eldridge, 

ment 8 

Witxinsoy, Atrrep, Great Cumberland pl, Bryanston sq, House Keeper. 
Dec 20. Mann, Essex st, Strand Gagette, Nov tt) 

ge ed Avexanpgr Starxrs, Thorington, Suffolk, Esq. Reeve, 


mo Emmetine Mary, Hammersmith rd. Dec3l. Spaull, Verulam bidgs, 
ray’s inn 
Conse, Mary, Little Leigh, Chester. Dec 31. Davies and Co, W: 





Cowstt, Jouy, Blac , Lancaster, — Be 10, 

Downer, Hareret, ‘atford, Hertford. St Alban’s 

Havermany, Rewatvs, Birstall, York, [ronmonger. ay 5 b 1, 

Hurcarnson, Dororny, es York. soo ean 

Canxaront, ‘Avavera Marta, of, yon gdns. Decl5. Frere and Co, 
’s 


fields 
— Sir Jostan, Erdington, Warwick, Knight. Dec 31, Johnson and Co, Birming- 


porn, Weaay, Dae ah eS Dec wi 5 and Co Be India avenue 

BE oun, Gresford, anil. Smith Son, Liverpool 
Resuen. Witiiam, Banstead Su 6. Me and East India avenue 
ev Janz, B ao Blanchland, North Dec 31. Batey, 


Sravenson, WILLIAM, Moss Side, Manchester, Packer. Dec 31. Farrar and Hall, Man- 


chester 
Turnzr, Josxrn, Aston, York. Mar2. Alderson and 
Worse, Jouy Lawns, Lower . earabe ae lane, Esq. Dec © 1b. Wilde and 


College Hill 
Nov 16.) 
ARMITSTEAD Stainforth, Gi York. Dec 20. 
Bannas, Susu Poy Broughton rd, Ealing. Jan 10, Mackenzie, at, West- 


Cogmeminnas, Wri11am, Great Yarmouth, Licensed Victualler. Jan 2. Wiltshire, Great 
comar, Jamas Mi —~ Norwood, M.D. Dec 31, Goodhart and 
oy Upper Surrey, Medealf, 
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Date, ba og Huddersfield, York, Retired Lead Merchant. Dec 31. Haigh and Son, 
Huddersfield 

Etvy, Tuomas, Stodmarsh, Kent, Farmer. Dec 24. Pluiimer and Fielding, Canterbury 

Evans, Jonny, Porson st, Battersea, Gent. Dec 28. Bolton and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

FisuEe, GooprickE ARMSTRONG, Dover, <= Sy General. Jan 15. Lewis, Dover 

Gerry, Joun, Liverpool, Coff ee Roaster. Dec 31. Harvey and Co, Liverpool 

Jounsox, Joux, Seghill, Noriemberland, waed Colliery Overman. Dec 10. Mac- 
donald, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Lonerorn, JoszPn, Stroud, Gloucester, Retired Baker. March 25. Fisher, Stroud 

Manarry, Epwarp, Maidenhead, Berks, Esq, M.D. Jan15,. Brooks and Co, Godliman 
st, Doctors’ commons 

Merrett, Wittiam Gwe, Beckford, Gloucester, Surgeon. Jan 5. Gole, Lime st 

Mortox, Ropgrt, Woodford, Essex, Gent. Dec 31, Swepstone, Lime st 

Patmer, Thomas, Birmingham, Gent. Feb 11. Taylor, Jolmore row, Birmingham 

Parker, Right Hon Jouny, Onslow 8q, South Kensington. Dec 31. Young and Co, 
Essex st, Strand 

PArxtxson, Jamzs Hicks, Carlisle, Cumberland, Esq. Jan 5. Gole, Lime st 

Sarszant, Jouy, Stratford upon Avon, Gent. Dec 31. Slatter and Co, Stratford.upon 
Avon 

Seaton, Leta, Alexander sq, Brompton. Dec 31. Davis, Cork st 

Braxet, Very Rev Artuur PEnruyn, D.D., Dean of Westminster. Dec 15. Tathams 
and Pym, Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry 

Strrox, Josern, Penge, Surrey, Gent. Jan11. Vandercom and Co, Bush lane, Cannon st 

ae Sanem, Grecian terrace, Lincoln. Jan 20. Potter and Sandford, King st, 

eapside 

Wartrweicut, Samvet, Dewsbury,’ York. Jan 2. Chadwick and Sons, Dewsbury 

Whurrg, ARTHUR Heyer, Essex rd, Islington. Dec 31. Harrison, Chancery lane 

Waxxer, Sir Eowarp Water, Bushey, Herts, a General in Her Majesty’s Army, K.C.B. 
Dec 31. Minet and Co, New Broad st 

Waker, Tuomas, Nottingham, Maltster. Dec 20. Watson and Co, Nottingham 

WALtEr, Evizapern, Richmond, Surrey. Dec 31. Burn, Bell yard, Doctors’ Commons 

Wrerorp, Joux Rervett, Dorset 8q. Dec 15. Johnsons and Co, Austin Friars 

[ Gazette, Nov. 18.] 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Court oF 





Date. Avent. ¥. 0. Bacow. V. OC, Haut. 
Monday, Nov......eses6 28 Mr. Cobby Mr. Merivale Mr, Clowes 
peeetarSesesaeees Wr 29 Jackson King Koe 
RY sc ccsdvevccios OO Cobby Merivale Clowes 
Tharedey, Seicdsowease & Jackson King Koe 
BEMOEE  cadcssvccosccone & Cobby Merivale Clowes 
Saturday...c.sicsesssese 3 Jackson King Koe 
Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice 
Ry. Kay. Curry. 
Monday, Nov........... 28 Mr. Pemberton Mr. Teesdale Mr. pg 
DUO So ccccc ccccccs 2A Farrer Leac 
Wednesday...... 30 Pemberton Teesdale Latham 
Thursday, Dec.........+6 1 Ward Farrer Leach 
ae | Pemberton Teesdale Latham 
Goleta ss cccccsesdcecss: 8 ard Farter Leach 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 


BIRTHS. 

CoLenso.—Nov. 19, at The Close; Norwich, the wife of Francis Eraest Colenso, 
barrister-at-law, of @ sop. 

LawReENcE —Nov. 18, at 21, Berners-street, W. a wife of Frank T. Lawrénce, 
of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, of a daughte 

O’Batex.—Nov. 14, at 33, Upper Levies ttetal, Dublin, the wife of Alfred 
O'Brien, barrister-at-law, of a daughter, moar # 

Putirot.—Nov. 13, at Charmouth, Dorsetshire, the wife of Robert Philpot, of 37, 
St. James’s-square, Notting-hill, barrister-at-law, prematurely, of a son, who 
survived his birth enly a few hours. 

Roserts.—Nov, 15, at Hilperton, Rivercoutt-road, the wife of Edward P. 
Roberts, solicitor, of a son. 

Srageren.—Nov. 2 at 9, Eaton-rise, Ealing, the wife of George A. Streeten, 
barrister-at-law, of a son. 

DEATHS. 
Brewer.—Nov. 6, st Clapham, John Brewer, member of thé firm of Norton, 
Py Norton, & Brewer, of 6, Victoria-street, Westminster Abbey, tolicitor, 
ag 

TYNDALL.—Nov. 20 , at 55, Beaumont-street, Cayendish-square, Charles Mahon 
Tyndall, Phan! Nag hey of Leyton, Essex. 

Wiipz.—Nov. 10, 1880, at the Aubrey-road, Wiiliam bg Senior Beéeticher 
of Gray’ s-inn, and late Chief Justice of St. Helena, aged 82. 


The Rio Tinto Company (Limited) the redemption of their 5 per 
Cent. (Spanish Coupon) Bonds on the Ist of January next. They are prepared 
to commence the payment on the 220d of December. 

At the Stock and Share Auction Compavy’s sale, held on Friday at their 
sale-room, Crown-court-buildings, Old Broad-street, the follow were 
amongst the prices obtained :—Date Coffee wrest “yp £1 shares fully paid, 
£2 2s. 6d. ; Indian Consolidated Gold £1 shares, 5s. paid, 28, 9d.; Preston 
Trams, £10 shares fally paid, 40s.; Oriental Telephone £1 shares, o% ‘pit. 
9s, ; Norwood (Middlesex) Waterworks £5 shares, £3 10s. ; Hapind Ye 
Consoles Mines £1 shares, 138, paid, 23s. 9d.; Ges Parification ps 
Chemical Company £5 shares, £3 paid, 20s.; and other siscellanéous 
securities were dealt in at market prices. On Tagsday, the follos Were 
amongst the prices obtained :—Grogwision Lead Mines £2 shares, fully paid, 
17s. 6d. ; Norwey Copper Mines £1 per cent. Preference Shares, 10s. paid, 
6s. to 108. ; Sovereign Life Assuratice £10 chates, £8 5s. paid, 30s.; Go Hill 
Mines £1 shares, fally paid, 13s.; Silver Hill Mining £1 shares, 10s. paid, 
lls. ; ion ey gees Se Bearer, £10 each, 284 ; Confederate Dollar Bonds, 
2do!s. rece ; East Whesl Ko:e, 5. paid, per ; and other mifcéiatéous 
shares fetched tthe Gaicss. 














SALE OF E 


7 the Mich 2 
Nov. 30.—Messrs. Driver & Co., at the at 2 p.th., i Belickes of Assurance — 


&e. (see advertisement, this week, p. 3). 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Farpay, Nov 18, 1981; 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869: 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Bontland, Henry; Barge yard, Queen Victoria st; Bonded Carman. Pet Nov 15 


M « Dec 2 at 11.30 d 
7 Ifred, Union ct, Old Broad st, Paper Merchant. Pet Nov 15, ae Dec 2 
at 
Brown, David, Southwark st, Borough. Pet Nov 15, Murray. Dec 2 at 
Firming T James Thomas, Mincing lane, Indigo’ Merchant. Pet Nov 18: Murray. 
ov 29.4 


Hayman, John, East st, Cambridge rd, Wholesale Boot Manufacturer. Pet Nov -15. 
Murray. Nov 20 at 11.30 


To Surrender in the Country: 


Armstrong, Patrick, and Isaac a. Beaches, Slate and Tile Merchaits, 
Pet Nov 14. Lister. Manchester, Dec 5 at 
Pet Nov 14; Oole. 


Cohen, Herbert Copmens Birmingham, General Merchant. 

Birmingham, Dec 1 at 2 x 
Fletcher, John Charles, Ipswich, Provision Merchant, Pet Nov 18. Grimsey. 

Ipswich, Nov 29 at 
Weate, Reuben, — “ Mbeaion Aston, Stafford, Draper, Pet Novy 15: Sanders. 

Wolverhampton, Dec 2 at 1 

TvEspAY, Nov, 22; 1881, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Ss. A 3 » Gt Cumberland pl, late of H.M. 4th Regt Foot. 
lec 2 

Senuie, ‘Leopold, Catherine st, Strand; Théatrical Armourer. 


Dec 9 at 
Draper, a Love lane, Eastcheap, Mercantile Clerk, Pet Aug16, Brougham. 


Dec 6 at 11 
Mitchell, Henry, Bethnal Green rd, Draper. Pet Nov17. Hazlitt. Dec 7 at 11 
Dec 7 at 11.30 


Sinclair, David, Barnwell rd, Brixton, raveller. Pet Nov 18. Pepys. 
Wells, Dudley, Upper Tulse Hill, Surrey. Pet Nov 18. Pepys. Dec7 at 12 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Bont Richard, Stndon, Stafford, Farmer. Pet Nov 18, Spilsbury. Stafford, Dec 6 


Piller, Thomas, Barnsley, Brick Manufacturer; Pet Nov 17. Bury: Bartisley, Dec 5 
, Plymouth, Baker. Pet Nov 19. Gidléy. Hast Stonehouse, Dec 


Th , John, Brat , York, er, Pet Nov 19. Woodall. 
ee egg Py 5 Quay, York, Seed Crusher, Pet Nov 


Pet Nov 10, Hazlitt. 
Pet Nov 18, Murray. 


Moore, Samuel D 
7 at 12 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. " 
Tvesvix, Nov. 22, 1981. 


Jeffryes, Robert, Ormskirk, Lancaster; Cattle Salesman, Nov 18 
Jabber, Albert Ward, Garrog, nr Corwen, Merioneth, no ounpeued: Nov 17 


Liquidations by Atratgeméit. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fariy, Nov. 18, 1881. 

Allen, Arthur Barrow, Ellesmere, Salop; Solicitor, Dec 1 at 11 at offices of Cartwright, 

White Friars, Chester 
Anderson, Thomas, Arthington, York, Farmer, Dec 1 at 2 at offices of Middleton and 

Sons, Calverley chmbrs, Victoria sq, Leeds 
Armstrong, John, Lowton, Farmer. Dec 6 at 11 at offices of France; Churchgate, 
. igan 
Beaten Sema Barnsley, York, Tailor, Dec2at 12 at offices of Dibb ant Co; Regent at. 


Barrett, Vittiam, and Samuel Barrett, Suiper. York, Builders, Nov 30 at 12 at Talbot 
Hotel, Kirkgate, Bradford. Me: and Morgan, Bradford 

Barritt, William, Ordnance ter, Barking rd, Oheesemonger. Nov 20 at 4 at officéd of 
Wetherfield, Gresham bldgs, Guildh: 

Barnes, Hannab, Ghonseetes) Innkéeper, Nov 26 at 12 at Bell chnibrs, ‘Bell lane, 
Gloncester. Abell 

Batchelor, John, ‘Olt lowry High st, Provision Merchant. Deo 7 at 2 at offices of Lea, Old 
Jewry chmbrs, O 

Bennett, John Wing, Sicsuinghem, Timber and Slate Merchant. Nov 30 at 3 at offices 
of Jaques, a row, Birmingham 

ered aan William, Chothemns Kent, Smith. Dec 5 at 11 at offices of Norman, High 
st atham 

Beynon, Isaac, Narberth, Pembroke, Grocer, Nov 26 at 11 at offices of Lascelles, Nar- 


Bott, Tho: as, Wigan, r, Marine Store Dédler, Dee 8 at 11 at thé Clarence 
Hotel, agentes Wigan. Stuart, Wigan 
: , Mare - Fda pe Meroe, Heywood, ernst, Farmer. Nov 30 at11 at offices of Banks, 
or 


, Ben we, Wheatley, Otley, York, Woollen Mérehiant, Deo at 9 at officad of 
one nat Hoaty, South Hants, Tobacconist. Nov 20 at 3 at 90, St Georges 
omas ‘ants, Tobaccon: ov 
Portes. Pression, Poresn., j pd 
Cmee Je Pye Over Dorper, Lancaster, Draper. Dec 2 at 11 at offices of Broadbent, 
ridge 
Cox, Harry, Colanotk., “Oxford, Grocer. Dec 6 at 2 ot the Oreditors’ Association, Arthur 
st East, London bridge. May and Der Adelaide London brid, ge 
Cubite, Benjamin, New Oxford st, T Nov iy at 3 at 145, Cheapside, Butcher, 
eapside 


Dickeson, William, 
ckeasn, Wiliams, Chestiamn eht; Grocer Deo? at $a6 the Bull Hotél, Roctidstér. 


Dizon, William, Barnsley, York, Draper: Dec 1 at 12 at offices of Senior, Regent st, 
Fier, W Se are OE wee Stafford, Parner. Dec? at 1 at Royal 
Rastly Soap 38 won, it Brwanee, Teontionger: Doo 1 at 2 at Offices of Divided and 
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eeitem, Comes, Tene Dec 6 at Ll at 


Root of pg hn gh + Wi Nov 390 at 9.90 at offeds of 
r, eaver. Nov . 
aor and Corbet, Eiddorshise 
tl, Holbort Prospect pl, Victoria pk, Beershop Keeper. Deo 1 at 3 at Ridler’s 
7" olborn 
Robes. Lower Norwood, Lambeth, Contractor. Deo 6 at 1 at offi 
of Ont Yetta, De cokrtlen tlle sac 569 


Offrergoo ‘James, Liverpool, Book keeper. Dec 2 at 12 at offices of Paynter, Cable st, 
me Eorghester, Hants, of no occupation. Dec 2at 3 at Dolphin 


morro eigen 


Hately, David, Tylon heaters Ironmonger. Dec 2 at 3 at offices of Harper, Uable 


aaa thway, James 
York st, Walworth, Timber Merchant. Dec 7 at 2 at Inns of Court 
stone f = th Holborn man, Gray’ sinn pl, Gray’s inn 
Hawkins mas, aw super-M Somerset, Baker., Nov 30 at 3 at offices of 
Smith, "Sydenham ter, Weston-super-Mare 
Hay, John, and C pher William O’Brien, Leadenhall st, Ship Brokers.. Dec 8 at 12 
at New Yor 1) « George ¥ yd, Lombard st. Trinders and Curtis-Hayward, St 
Helen’s pl, Bisho st W 
Bares, T homas, irmingham, Beer Retailer. Dec 1 at 3 at offices of Bradley, Aun st 
caiie. etetick, ind William Urbane, Leicester, Tailors. Dec 5 at 3 at offices of 
Ayrig Belvoir sb, Le icester 
Hewitt, Thomas Shield, Sherburn, nao Farmer, Nov 30 at 2at New Inn, Sherburn, 
nr South Milf Sher 
Hibbert, William, "Shudehill, pie wo Stationer, Nov 29 at 3 at offices of Cobbett 
and Co, Brown st, Manchester 
me — —— nr Birmingham, Silversmith, Nov 30 at 3 at offices of Solomon, 
on st, Bi 
Bre D George 3 = t Livérpoo, Tallow Chandler. Dec 7 at 3 at offices of Davies, the 
iverpool 
Irvine, ma Wiitions illiam, . Cross, ale in the General Post Office: Dec 12 at 3 at offices of 
Guscotte, York foe Adelphi 
Jack, William Robe: Waltham, Hereford, Carpenter. Dec 7 at 3 at offices of Rumney, 
Jones, Timoth Wehernagt tate gor Carmarthen, Builder. Dec 1 at 11 at Saddler’s Arms, 
Pencader, samaeien 


Jubb, George, Lacl Milk Dealer. Dec 1 at 3 at offices of Simpson and Burrell, Albion 
Keen, Francis, Walsall, oe way Tailor. Nov 30 at 3 at offices of Huggins and Mallard, 


Newhall chm 

ion. Alexan Pee ag POET Butcher. Nov 30ut 3 at offices of Wells, Cook- 

Lewer, Henry Christian, Maroon st, eee Wholesale Confectioner, Dec5 at 2 at 
offices of Ji and Son, Leadenhall 

aa Thomas, Oxford, Baker. Dec 8 , 11.30 at offices of Mallam, High st, 


Meir, bp ment Birmingham, Crate Maker. Nov 29 at3 at offices of Parry, Colmore 
row, Dirmin: 
Mercy, , George assy, Leicester, Grocer. Dec 6 at 3 at offices of Hincks, Bowling-green 


st, 

Metcalf, oseph, rane Draper’s Assistant. Dec 1 at 3 at offices of Scatcherd and 
ins, Albion s 

Middleton, ma Fein; Brigg, Lincoln, Saddler. Dec8 at 3 at offices of Toynbee and Co, Bank 


st, Lin 

— — Halifax, Card Maker. Dec 5 at 11 at offices of Jubb and Booth, Harrison 

Moir, Alexander Mitchell, Thornton, Belsize Park, Gent. Nov 30 at 3 at 6, Arthur st, 
East. Churchill, Clement’s inn, Strand 

Monckton, Henry, B natord. St. Mary, Dorset, Shoemaker. 
Atkinson, East 4 Forum 


Nov 29 at 11 at Offices of 


Stone Merchant, Nov 28 at 11 at offices of Peel and Co, 

Cha hapel lane, Bradford 

Moule parte, & ’Gaitskell, Castleford, York, Grocer. Nov 30 at 3 at offices of Simpson 
and Bu 

Neal, Thomas, St Mark’s rd Notting hill, General Dealer. Dec 5 at 3 at offices of 
Noon and Clarke, Bl id st 

Nelson, Charts, Pitt st, Kensington, Dec 5 at 12 at offices of Wright, Gt Portland st, 

gent’s par! 
Norton, Hen Edward, bee Pariaoath, Boot Dealer. Dec3 at3at Swan Hotel, Bridge st, 


Bristol. ize, Gin 
Owen, Thomas Yiannis, Draper. Dec 2 at 12 at 145, Cheapside; Field, Swan- 


sea 
Pensom, Alfred Charles, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Water and Gas Fitter. Decl at3 at 
offices of Chessh: , Regent st, Cheltenham 
Dec 5 at 11 at offices of Wilkes 


vs bape erlingwon, Durham, Sheep Doctor. 
an 
— Soret, Lazonby, a Coal Merchant. Dec 1 at 11 at offices of Dobin- 


, Bank st, C: 
Powell aa le Stafford, Sheet Iron Roller. Nov 30 at 11 at tht 
a ‘ount iy sede Viral lows, Bilston 


Pan Ba bg ome Kidderminster, wn Builder. Nov 29 at 3.30 at offices of 


rig oo, Ch probs, Webb Heath, Feckenham, Worcester, Solicitor. Dec 1 at 


12.30 at offices of Eaden, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 
Richings, Wotton | , Gloucester, G ‘ocer, Dec lat 12 at the Grand Hotel, 


st, Bristol, ) 
Roberts, Robert, Mold, lint, Groobt, Deb 1 ah 18 at the Gres Dragon Hotel, Chester. 
jams, 
Rutherford, Woat Hactlopoot Henry, Durham, Farmer. Dec 6 at 11 at offices of Kay, 
Seward, Pog Holme, Cumberland, Hotel Proprietor: Dec 5 at 2 at offices of Wright, 
Bank ‘st, Carlisle. Carlisle 
Licensed Victualler. Dec 1 at 3 at offices of 


Sharman, William, Wille: tafford, 
rby, Grocer. Dec 8 at 3 at offices of Briggs, Amen alléy; 


signe, il, vp ony hill, Stafford 
Bioklen Ben, Isle of Thanet, K: Gent. 5 at Sat George and 
veg Foy eae ty Hamas.” Go Godden, @ Giion sp, Can non st 
Siddron; Janes; » York, Grover, eo'Sess at 0 Mes of Bt Staploton, Union st, 
Bruihy Joun, George, Gloucester, Beer Retailer. Nov 28 at 12 at offices of Essery, 
8 6 at 2 at off f and 
op comet bee ros Nrmaag eon lla at 2 at offices of Lyon Oo, 
si, Bly , Ivybridge, Devon, Grocer. Nov 28 at11 at offices of Arliss, Westwell 
8 Machinist, Nov 90 at 2 at § 
eeetet ead cect emt Be hat 
Baais Hota, Giospetier, | Steep eo Sit at offices of Champnep, College 
emis sect Oat i oe Nov 20at 19 at offices of Ashmall, 
8 Nov 90 at 3 at John Luton, Miller 
“and Co ie ase, Beaseed, Tischer. lov John st, 


surgeon, Alfred Pettlt. , Suffolk, Blacksmith, Nov 90 at 12 at offides of 
Mpelicidige nt Gieeas: Grown oh Dacy Bo Ramands ™ 








) » Fanny, Princes rd, Kilburn, Nov 2% at 10 at Gt Dover st, Borough. 
"Gialdon Migh ot, Woighabery nen ene Nov 90 at 11 at offices of 

Th Yr, 
ras, dar, Craig Ye rh Glamorgan, Coal Meétchant. Nov 2 at 12 at 
Thomas, Edwin, Penryn, Cornwall, Butcher. Dec 2 at 11 at offices of Powel, Broad st, 
Thompson, Wadworth, York, Farmer. Dec 1 at 11 at offices of Verity and Co, French- 

gate, Doncaster 

Twidale, Jobs jAskham, Nottingham, Farmer. Dec 2 at 12 at offices of Newton and 


os Rae eae teers erm Manan Nov 28 at 19 at offices of 
Watson, Manchester, 


Walker, W Accountant. 9 at 3 at offices of 
Princees ok Maced met ~~ 


ester 
Wary, Gavtetophen, York, Livery Stable Keeper. Dec 7 at at offices of Wilkinson, St 
elen 8s 
. Highgate, Haw! a 2 So ee 


Ware, F ce khurst, 
rd P oie oe Wells. Stone and Simpson, 

Welford, John, Re Roxby, York, Farmer; Nov 0 at 230 oi Shation Hotel, Lotius, Lewis, 

1 es a, 

Whatmongh, Toctor Joseph, 0 ine Hosier. Dec 5 at 3 at Mitre Hotel, 
Cathedral steps. Manchester, Clark, 

Wickenden, Sarah, Wadhurst, Parl "TR bid 3 at Greyhound Inn, Wadhurst. 
Aitkens, Ticehurst 

Wits, denies Leyton rd, Stratford. Baker. Nov 30 at 3 at offices of Brower, City rd, 

Wilkins, erick William, Whitechapel rd, Egg Merchant, Det 8 at 2 at offices of 


Carter and Bell, Eastchea 

ge Peace, » Somerset, Grocer. Dec 2 at 1 at Grand Hotel, 
fs yen Frome 

Commercial Traveller. Dec 3 at 12 at offices of Rooke and 
Midgley, White Horse st, Leeds 
Woodward, Ernest Arthur, jrenwich; Forme Dec 6 at 3 at offices of Nevill and 
Atkins, Colehill, Tamworth 

Wright, Henry Eckersle  Larwtem, Lancaster, out of business. Dec 6 at 19 at offices of 


nag Chure ome 
Yoxal Thee Fens iancheset Dec 6 at 3 at offices of 
en, J Dalton st, ee 


ov. 22, li ‘ 
Addison, Arthur Augustus, 8 ie, Gren . Nov 29 at 2 at offices 
King st, Qheppeide, "waberiad 


of Hanson, : 
Allport, William, Queen ee can Dec 8 at 11 at offices of 
Evans, Bucklersbury. 


Amos, Mark, Woneteee sg 8 we Ueaiates Iron or alee a 9 gumemamraes Dec 1 at 
2 at offices of Mallen, 8t oe 
hester 


an ee 


Armstrong, Jo share, Baidvis Dec 14 Sec il os olllees ot Piatiiad ana 
Wharton, Brascnoeo oH 
Arnold, George, F . Dee 14 at 3 at offices of Hollo- 
way, Ball’s Pond 1 rd, Islington a yous ert 
fea at 
a John, cane a Far mn dincoln, Feswes nee co 
Son, Kirton- 
Cas' 
ets arham, Grocer. Dec 6 at 11 at officesof aii. aaa 
Durham 
Barton, Henry, Haltwistle, Camsboriend, ae Dec 10 at 2 at Bush Hotel, Car- 


Ashby, William, Stamford mill, Builder, 
a — Whitwood Wore York, Grocer. meter at lat 
inna 

lisle. Carrick and Co, Brampton, N 


Beak, aaee, Te Pl cle u 5 at 11 at Inné of Court Hotel, 
Bennett, Nicholas 7 iddleport, Siidhain, Stafford, Builder. Dec 8 at 3 at Queen’s 


Hi Burslem. 
nitote Hast a », Piymoath, Bookseller. Dec 6 at ll at Inns of Court Hotel, Hol- 
born. Rooker 


Bowker, John, gre row, Huddersfield, Grocer. Nov 26 at 10,30 at offices of Ainley 
and Hall, New > Hy Huddersfield 


aE ee En tek ee ee 
’s Pon lao ’s inn 

Beast, conten, = Ielington.. Cooper one Merchant. Dec 6& at 3 at offices of Booth, Lane 
end, 


Byers, William, "hetima , York, Innkeeper. Dec5 at 11 at offices of Jack#on and 
‘Jackson, Albert rd, Mi dlesborough 

a om Hepburn Quay Quay, Durham, Provision Dealer, Dee 5 at 9 at offices of 

ew 

Chambers Cc anen, Be Ecclesall, eat’ Ghatiela, Joiner. Dec 5 at 3 at offices of Branson and 
Co, Bank st, 

Caters, Saas = Mp teen oe Pawnbroker’s Assistant. Dec 7 at 12 
t 0 of Benson and Carpenter, c 

Clews, William Hubert, Kidd Kidderminster, eg Corr id ed tas olla of Miller 

nd Cor’ urch si derminster 
cuiford Toes. Brooksby's *s walk, Clapton, Provision Agent. Dec $ at 11.30 at offices 


ird, Bedford ro 
Cor = n iichard, Kirkdale, Liverpool, Draper. Dec 8 at $ at offices of Morris and 
ones, Dale st, Li 
Call Les Joseph, Gases, Stafford, Farmer, Déec 5 at 11 at offices of Redfern, Stock- 
Newmarket St Mary, Suffolk, Jeweller. Deo 9 at 4 at offices of 
"Ford and. Co, Blooms sq 
Craneer, 20am md reen, Hammersmith, Nurseryman. Dec 13 aé 2 at offices of 
Dantas, nen then 9 OS ee en eee Deo 3 at 12.90 at 
Red Lion Hotel, oc 
Davis James, Chipping Koala, Gloucester, Solicitor’s Clerk. Nov 99 at 3 at office of 
Tonkin and Bui ord, Al mbrs, 
= iene Robert, Willington, D Grocer. Ded € at 11.90 at office of Edgar, 
mewn Shepaiong Le Tailor. Dee? at 2 at Guildhall Tavern, 
am ne, 
Maines, Leese eat See, ni, Bayswater, Deo 10 at 3 at office of Titley, Orange 
risid, Watam James, Hanspstend de Draeee Dae 8 ai 8 06 clan Stokes, Chancery 
ioe Sein Atherstone, Warwick, Ironmonger. Dec 2 at at office of Fallows, Cherry 
PALEY, George, Windsor, Plamber Deo 13 at 3 af offices of Cooper and Co, Lincolns 
Gagreth Altea Eid, Kowpert Nee, Fecntate Misetactene, Dec 3 at 12.90 at Spread Eagle 
calumny dionry, Salingkam, Nethorgae, Norfolk, Travelling Drape. Deo 3 at Sat 


Gover, Arthur Sooke ge Dee 6 ah oh oflosd of Htnscn, King 
Gon a Cheap er Dea tat Wats 


of Best, High et 
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Greenwood, William, Normanton, York, Blacksmith. Dec 5 at 11 at offices of Lake and 
Lake, te, Wakefield 

Grosvenor, William, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Earthenware and China Dealer, Dec 
6 at 3 at offices of Stratton, Queen st, W olverhampton 

Gwillan, George, Bath, Somerset, Dairyman. Dec 7 at 3 at offices of Clark, Union st, 


Haigh, John, Slaithwaite, York, Coal Merchant. Dec 5 at 2 at offices of Drake, 
Imperial arcade, Huddersfield 
ay < ns h Prickwillow, Cambridge, Farmer. Dec 6 at 11 at Bell Hotel, Ely. 
on, Bly 

Harrison, John Donne, Lambeth sq, Printer. Dec 6 at 3 at offices of Peddell, Guildhall 
chambers, Basinghall st 

Harrison, James, Harborne, Stafford, Farmer. Dec 5 at12 at offices of Hawkes and 
Weeks, Temple st, Birmingham 

Heap, Benjamin, n, Ashton-on- ersey, pees Chemist. Dec 7 at 3 at offices of Brett 
and Craven, Kennedy st, Mancheste’ 

Hitchon, Edmund, Ovmrbaledrbach, Cardigan, Farmer. Dec 7 at 2 at White Horse 
Hotel, Machynlleth, Montgomery. Rowlands, Machynlleth 

Hicks, Berkley William, Coventry, Licensed Victualler, Dec 1 at 11 at office of Hughes 
and Masser, Little Park st, natn g | 

Bolden, George, Galgate, Lancaster, Innkeeper. Dec 8 at 11 at offices of Clark and Co, 
Sun st, Lancaster 

Hollebane, rages Eastbourne, Sussex, General Drapér. Dec 6 at 12.30 at Inns of 
Court Hotel, High Holborn. Kirkland and Lilley, Eastbourne 

Hudson, John Jac m, Kingston-upon-Hull, Grocer. Dec 6 at 12 at offices of Nichol- 
son, Scale Jane, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Hughes, David, Warrington, caster, Stonemason. 
and Co, Market pl, Warrington 

Hughes, George, Kent Green, Chester, Labourer. 
st, Congleton 

Ingham, Richard, Manchester, Tailor. Dec 6 at 3 at offices of Horner and Son, Clarence 
st, Manchester 

Jarvis, John, Taunton, Somerset, Fishmonger. Nov 30 at 12 at offices of Foster, Cheap- 
side, Taunton 

Johnson, Alfred, Northampton, Boot Dealer. 
st, Northampton 

— Edward Robert, Lambeth walk, Grocer. 


Dec 5 at 3 at offices of Davies 


Dec 6 at 11 at offices of Cooper, Park 


Dec 1 at 11 at offices of Jeffery, College 
Dec 6 at 3 at offices of Birchall, Mark 


J vam John, Brynaman, Glamorgan, Weaver. Dec 3 at 2 at offices of Williams, King st, 


Liandilo 

Keel, Walter, Reading, Berks, Baker. 
Reading 

Kerrlaaee David Edwin, Blo’-Norton, Norfolk, Farmer. 
Hotel, Diss. Walpole, Bury 8t Edmunds 

Kitchingman, Joseph Hirst, Heckmondwike, York, Plumber. 
Iveson and Macaulay, Heckmondwike 

Lloyd, Charles, Water lane, Shipping Agent. Nov 30 at 11 at offices of Dobson, Minories 

Mace, Vincent, Gloucester, of no occupation. Nov 29 at 11 at offices of Henderson, 


Berkeley st, Gloucester 
Maddocks, Charles, Church Gresley, Derby, Sawyer. Nov 29 at 11 at 137, Station st, 


Barton on Trent. Smith, Swadlincote 

Main, William, Loughborough, eeerenin | Joiner. Dec 6 at 12 at offices of Deane and 
Hands, Townhall passage. Loughborough 

Mannings, Alfred Austin, New @kosehaak, Sussex, Watchfnaker. 
of Flowers, Steyning 

Masterman, William, Marlborough terrace, 
Dec 6 at 4 at Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. 

Matthews, Frank, Manchester, Plumber. 
Manchester. Sims, Manchester 

Matthews, Henry William, Wollaston, nr Stourbridge, Worcester, Journeyman Glass 
Cutter. Dec 2 at 3 at offices of Stokes and Hooper, Priory st, Dudley 

McDiarmid, William James, London st, Tailor. Dec 7 at 3 at 146, Cheapside. Nicholls 
and Grant, Gresham st 

Merris, Richard William, Oldbury, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Dec 2 at 11 at 
offices of Forrest, Church st, Oldbury 

Middleton, Edward, jun, Yeadon, York, Cloth Manufacturer. Dec 6 at 3 at offices of 
North and Sons, East parade, Leeds 

Millett, pai Brighton, Builder. Dec 8 at 12 at offices of Stuckey and Co, North st, 


Brighto 
Morrow, Charles, Halifax, York, Gun Maker. Dec 6 at 3 at Queen Hotel, New st, Bir- 
at 11 at Roebuck Hotel, Leek. 


min; , Halifax 
Dec 6 at 3 at offices of 


Dec 6 at 11 at offices of Newman, Friar st, 
Dec 9 at 2 at King’s Head 
Dec 7 at 3 at offices of 


Dec 1 at 11 at offices 


“= Holloway, Costume Manufacturer. 
s0dfrey, Highgate rd 
Dec 8 at 11 at offices of Sutton, Cooper st, 


Mould Thomas, Winkhil, Stafford, Farmer. Dec 2 
Redfern, Leek 

Nicklin, Benjamin, Smethwick, Stafford, Sheet Iron Worker. 
Perry. Ann st, Birmingham 

Noble, Richard,’ Fenchurch st, Hosier. 
Warburto: 

Parfitt, Jeunes, Bristol, Oil and Colour Merchant, 
st, Bristol 

Parkes, Isaiah, sung | Hill, Stafford, Greengrocer. Dec 2 at 3.30 at office of Addison, 


High st, Brierley h 
PR Bramfield, Suffolk, Farmer. Dec 14 at {2 at Angel Hotel, Halesworth. 


ard Ips wich 

~~ David, egy wens 9) Builder. Dec 5 at 12 at offices of Ellison and Co, Alexandra 

Pitcher, Villian Morgan, ceniben, Somerset, Grocer. Dec2 at 12 at office of Collins, 
Broad st, Bristol. Clifton andCarter, Bris tol 

Prentis, Walter, Sittingbourne, Corn Merchant. 
st, Sittingbourne 

Prockter, iereh John, Gateshead, Glue Manufacturer. 
Townhall, Gateshead-on-Tyne 


Dec 9 at 3 at Jamaica Coffee house, Cornhill. 
Dec 5 at 2 at offices of Anstey, John 


Dec 7 at 12 at offices of Gibson, West 
Dec 5 at 2 at offices of Robson, 











or ny » Crewe, Chester, Milliner. Dec 9 at 10 at offices of Cooke, Temple c! 
i amstow, Essex, out of business. Dec 6at3 at Guildhall 
Neave, Cheapside 


G 

Rivolta, ot Maria Caroline, Priory rd, Kilburn, Dec7 at 12 at Inns of Court Ho 
High Holborn. Peacock and Goddard, South sa Gray’s-inn 

Russell, Thomas Williamson, Litlington, Cambridge, Farmer. Dec 8 at 11 at Geo 

Hotel, Luton, Beds. Times, Hitchin 

ae John, Barnsley, York, Saddler. Dec 6 at3 at offices of Dibb and Co. Re 
8 

ome Late arg S Deaton. by Bridge, Derby, Farmer. Dec 6 at 2 at offices of Briggs, Al 

Smedley, John, Nottingham, Dealer in Musical a. Dec 5 at 12,30 ato 
of Hughes and Co, Budge row, Cannon st. Wyles, Nottingham 

= — Bradford, Auctioneer. Nov 26 at 1 at Commercial Hotel, Tyrrell 


Stoddart, Wilinnn, Sunderland, Durham, Boot and Shoe Dealer. Dec65 at 11 at offices of 
Robinson, West Sunniside, Sunderland 

Stones, Wareham Thomas, Kstate and Insurance Agent, Stockport, Lancaster. Dec 6 
11 at offices of Brown and Ainsworth, St Peter’s gate, Stockport 

Summerfield, Samuel, Gt Walford, Chester, Farmer. Dec 8 at 12 at Brunswick 
Macclesfield. Killminster 4 

Taylor, Edwin, Whitefield, Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer. Dec 6 at 11 at offices 


oyle, Mount st, Manchester 
i, John, g, Sussex, Farmer. Dec 5 at 12 at Angel Hotel, Midhurst. 
rrin, 
Thompson, Thomas, Stockton-on-Tees, Basket Maker. Dec 2 at 3 at offices of Lewis, 
Zetland rd, Middlesborough 
Underwood, Elias, Girtford, Bedford, Market Gardener. Dec6 at 11 at Greyhound 
Hotel, Sand. Conquest and Clare 
Unserwood, omas, Hanley, Stafford, Potter. 
Son, Brickhouse st, Burslem 
Umpleby, Thomas, Stockton- on-Tees, Slater. 
Bolsover, High st, oe on-Tees 
Wall, Charles Robert, Bush lane, Coal Merchant, 
artin’s lane, Cannon: st 
Walker, Arthur James, Halifax, York, Grocer. 
H » Hopwood lane, Halifax 
Walker, Emma, Earl’s Court rd, Ironmonger. 


noster 
Walker, William, Chatham, Engineer. Dec 3 at 3 at offices of Stallon, High st, Mile 
Dec 6 at 11 at offices of Wayman, 


Town, Sheerness 
Warren, Edward George, Cambridge, Grocer. 
Dec 7 at 3 at Black Lion 


Silver st 

White, Edward Henry Lane, Honiton, Devon, Innkeeper. 
Inn, Honiton. Every, Honiton 

Whitehead, James Morley, Low Burnham, Lincoln, Manager. 
Parkin and Co, Doncaster 
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Wilson, Richard, Hyde, Wilts, Farmer, 
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